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My L OR Dy 


HAT your Lordſhip may be pre- 
| pared to receive what I here pre- 
ſume to lay before you, with the 


greater Candor, J ſincerely profeſs, 
that it does not proceed from any Prejudice ; 
but from certain Reaſons, upon which I find 
myſelf invincibly obliged to differ from your 


. Lordſhip in Opinion. 


To prevent all Suſpicion of my deſigning 


any thing injurious to your Lordſhip's Chara- 
cter in this Addreſs, I have prefixed, what 


otherwiſe I ſhould haye choſen to conceal, my 


Name to it. 


Your Lordſhip is repreſented as at the Head 


of a Cauſe, where every Adverſary is ſure to 
be reproach'd, either as a furious Jacobite, or 


Popiſh Bigot, or an Enemy to the Liberty of 
his Country, and the Proteſtant Cauſe. Theſe 
hard Names are to be expected, my Lord, 
from a Set of Men who diſhonour your Lord- 
hip with their Panegyricks upon your Per- 


formances ; 


(6) 


formances ; whoſe Praiſes defile the Character 
they would adorn, 


When Dr. Snape repreſents your Lordſhip 
as no Friend to the good Orders, and neceſ- 
ſary Inſtitutions of the Church, you complain 
of the ill Arts of an Adverſary, who ſets you 
out in falſe Colours, perverts your Words on 
purpoſe to increaſe his own Imaginary Tri- 
umphs, © But, my Lord, in this, Dr. Snape 
only thinks with thoſe who would be counted 
your beſt Friends; and would no longer be 
your Friends, but that they conclude, you 
have declared againſt the Authority of the 
Church. Does your Lordſhip ſuppoſe, that 
the 7. ds, the II ks, the B——<fs, 
would be at ſo much Expence of Time and 
Labour, to juſtify, commend and enlarge up- 
on your Lordſhip's Notions, if they did not 
think you engaged in their Cauſe ? There 1s 
not a Libertine, or Looſe-Thinker in Eng- 
land, but he imagines you intend to diſſolve 
the Church as a Society, and are ready to of- 
fer Incenſe to your Lordſhip for ſo meritori- 
ous a Deſign, It is not my Intention to re- 
proach your Lordſhip with their Eſteem, or 
to involve you in the Guilt of their Schemes; 
but to ſhew, that an Adverſary does not need 
any Malice to make him believe you no Friend 
to the Conſtitution of the Church, as a Re- 
gular Society, fince your greateſt Admirers 
every Day publiſh it by neceſſary Conſtructi- 


on to the World in Print. | After 
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After a Word or two concerning a Paſſage 
in your Lordſhip's Preſervative, I ſhall pro- 
ceed to conſider your Anſwer to Dr. Snape. 
In the 98th Page you have theſe Words: But 
when you are ſecure of your Integrity before 
God, this will lead you (as it ought all of 
us) not to be afraid of the Terrors of Men, or 
the vain Words of Regular Uninterrupted Suc- 
ceſſions, Authoritative Benedictions, Eæcommu- 
Nullity, 'or Validity of God's 
Ordinances to the People upon Account of Nice- 
ties and T rifles, or any other the liłe Dreams. 


My Lord, thus much muſt be implied 
here ; Be not afraid of the Terrors of Men, 
who would perſuade you of the Danger of 
being in this, or that Communion, and fright 
you into particular Ways of worſhipping God, 
who would make you believe ſuch Sacraments, 
and ſuch Clergy, are neceflary to recommend 
you to his Favour, For theſe, your Lord- 


ſhip affirms, we may contemn, if we be but 
{cure of our Integrity. 


So that if a Man be not a Hypocrite, it mat- 
ters not what Religion he is of. This is a 
Propoſition of an unfriendly Aſpect to Chri- 
ſtianity: But that it is entirely your Lord- 
ſhip's, is plain from what you declare, p. 90. 
That every one may find it in his own Condutt 
to be true, that his Title to God's Favour can- 


not 


ö 13 
q not depend upon his actual being or continuing 
in any particular Method; but upon his real 
Sincerity in the Conduct of his Conſcience. A- 
gain, p. 91. The Favour of God follows Sin- 
; cerity, confiaer'd as ſuch, and conſequently 
N equally follows every equal Degree of Sincerity. 
So thai I hope J have not wreſted your Lord- 
; ſhip's Meaning, by ſaying, that, according to 
| theſe Notions, if a Man be not a Hypocrite, 
it matters not what Religion he is of, Not 
| only ſincere Qyakers, Ranters, Muggletonians, 
and Fifth Monarchy-Men, are as much in the 
Favour of God, as any of the Apoſtles ; but 
likewiſe ſincere Jews, Turks and Deiſts, are 


upon as good a Bottom, and as ſecure of the 
Favour of God, as the ſincereſt Chriſtian, 


For your Lordſhip faith, it is Sincerity, as 
ſuch, that procures the Favour of God. If 
it be Sincerity, as ſuch, then it is Sincerity 
independent and excluſive of any particular 
Way of Worſhip : And if the Favour of God 
equally follows every equal Degree of Sincerity, 
then it is impoſſible there ſhould be any Dif- 
ference, either as to Merit or Happineſs, be- 
tween a fincere Martyr and a ſincere Perſecu- 4 
tor; and he that burns the Chriſtian, if he be 
| but in earneſt, has the ſame Title to a Re- 
ward for it, as he that is burnt for believing 
in Chriſt. 


| | Your 
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Your Lordſhip faith, you can't help it, if 
People will charge you with * Evil Intenti- 
ons and Bad Views, I intend no ſuch Charge: 
But I wonder, your Lordſhip ſhould think it 
hard, that any one ſhould infer from theſe 
Places, that you are againſt the Intereſt of the 
Church of England, 


For, my Lord, cannot the Qyakers, Muggle- 
tonians, Deiſts, Preſbyterians, aſſert you as 
much in their Intereſt as we can? Have you 
faid any thing for us, or done any thing for us 
in this Preſervative, but what you have 
equally done for them? Your Lordſhip is 
ours, as you fill a Brſhogprick ; but we are at 
a loſs to diſcover from this Diſcourſe what 
other Intereſt we have in your Lordſhip : For 
you openly expoſe our Communion, and give 
up all the Advantages of it, by telling all forts 
of People, if they are but fincere in their own 
Way, they are as much in God's Favour as ' 
any body elſe. Is this ſupporting our Inte- 
= oy Lag: TT | 


Suppoſe a Friend of King George ſhould de- 
clare it to all Britains whatever, that though 
they were divided into Five thouſand different 
Parties, to ſet up different Pretenders ; yet if 
they were but ſincere in their Deſigns, they 
would be as much in the Favour of God, as 
| | B thoſe 
® Anſwer, p. 46. | 


(10) 


thoſe who are moſt firmly attach'd to his Ma- 
' jeſty. Does your Lordſhip think, ſuch a one 
4 would .be thought any great Friend to the 
4 Government? And, my Lord, is not this the 
[ Declaration you made as to the Church of 
| England ? Have you not told all Parties, that 
their Sincerity is enough? Have you faid fo 
much as one Word in Recommendation of 
our Communion : Or, if it was not for your 
1 Church-Character in the Title-Page of this 


Communion you was of? Nay, a Reader, 
that was a Stranger, would imagine, that he 
who will allow no Difference between Com- 
munions, 18 himſelf of no Communion, Your 
Lordſhip, for ought I know, may act accord- 
ing to the ſtricteſt Sincerity, and may think it 
your Duty to undermine the Foundations of 
the Church. I am only ſurprized, that you 
ſhould refuſe to own the Reaſonableneſs of 
ſuch a Charge. 
AAA + 

Your Lordſhip hath cancell'd all our Obli- 
gations to any particular Communion, upon 
pretence of Sincerity. 


I hope, my Lord, there is Mercy in ſtore 


| ' their Way of worthipping God ; but cannot 
= believe, that to be a ſincere Chriſtian, is to be 
ö no more in the Favour of God, than to be a 
F ſincere Deiſt, or a ſincere Deſtroyer of 4 

ians. 


Diſcourſe, could any one alive conceive what 


for all ſorts of People, however erroneous in 


Jl 
= . 
| 
þ : 
-RF 
Wa | 
* 
4 
oo 
45 
1 
* 


6. 
n 
* 

« Tit 
Py 
* 
14 
* * 
y 
ff 
1 
: 
- 
* 
5 * 
N * 
14 
* 
* 
© 
Fas) 
_ 
j 
+ 
1 
2. 
„ 
* 


611) 

ſtians. It will be allowed, that Sincerity is a 
neceſſary Principle of true Religion; and that 
without it, all the moſt ſpecious Appearances 
of Virtue are nothing worth. But ſtill, nei- 
ther common Senſe, nor plain Scripture, will 
ſuffer me to think, that when our Saviour was 
on Earth, they were as much in the Favour 
of God, who fincerely refuſed to be his Diſ- 
ciples, and ſincerely called for his Crucifixion, 
as thoſe who ſincerely left all and followed 
him. If they were, my Lord, where is that 
Bleſſedneſs of Believing ſo often mentioned in 
the Scripture ? Or, where is the Happineſs of 
the Goſpel Revelation, if they are as well, who 
refuſe it fincerely, as thoſe who embrace it 
with Integrity ? 


Our Saviour declared, that thoſe who be- 
lieved, ſhould be faved ; but thoſe who be- 
lieved not, ſhould be damned. Will your 
Lordſhip fay, that all Unbelievers were inſin- 
cere ; or, that though they were damned, 
they were yet in the ſame Favour with God, 
as thoſe who were ſaved ? 


The Apoſtle aſſures us, that there is no 
other Name under Heaven given unto Men, 
whereby they can be ſaved, but Jeſus Chriſt. 
But your Lordſhip hath found out an Atone- 
ment, more univerſal than that of his Blood ; 
and which will even make thoſe bleſſed and 
happy, who count it an wnboly Thing, For 
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ſecing it is Sincerity, as ſuch, that alone re- 
commends us to the Favour of God, they 
who ſincerely perſecute this Name, are in as 
good a Way, as thoſe that ſincerely worſhip 
it. Has God declared this to be the only Way 
to Salvation ? How can your Lordſhip tell the 
World, that Sincerity will fave them, be they 
in what Way they will? Is this all the Ne- 
ceſſity of Chriſt's Satisfaction? Is this all the 
Advantage of the Goſpel Covenant, that thoſe 
who ſincerely contemn it, are in as good a 
State without it, as thoſe that embrace it ? 


My Lord, here is no Aggravation of your 
Meaning. If Sincerity, as ſuch, be the only 
thing that recommends us to God, and every 
equal Degree of it procures an equal Degree 
of Favour ; it is a Demonſtration, that Sin- 
cerity againſt Chriſt is as pleaſing to God, as 
Sincerity for him. My Lord, this is a Do- 
ctrine which no Words can enough decry. So 
I ſhall leave it, to conſider what Opinion St. 
Paul had of this kind of Sincerity. He did 
not think, when he perſecuted the Church, 
though he did it ignorantly, and in Unbelief, 
and out of Zeal towards God, that he was as 
much in the Favour of God, as when he ſuf- 
fer'd for Chriſt. I am the leaſt, faith he, of 
the Apoſtles, not fit to be called an Apoſile; be- 
cauſe I perſecuted the Church of Chriſt. The 
Apoſtle does not ſcruple to charge himſelf 
with Guilt, notwithitanding his Sincerity. 

| A little 
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A little Knowledge of human Nature will 
teach us, that our Sincerity may be often 
charged with Guilt ; not as if we were guilty 
becauſe we are ſincere; but becauſe it may be 
our Fault that we are hearty and ſincere in 
ſuch or ſuch ill- grounded Opinions. It may 
have been from ſome ill Conduct of our own, 
ſome Irregularities, or Abuſe of our Faculties 


that we conceive things as we do, and are fix- 


ed in ſuch and ſuch Tenets. And can we 


think ſo much owing to a Sincerity in Opini- 
ons, contracted by ill Habits and guilty Beha- 


viour ? There are ſeveral faulty Ways, by 


which People may cloud and prejudice their 
Underſtandings, and throw themſelves into a 
very odd Way of thinking ; for ſome Cauſe or 
other God may ſend them. a ſtrong Deluſion, that 
they ſhould believe a Lye. And will your Lord- 
ſhip ſay, that thoſe who are thus ſunk into 
Errors, it may be, through their own ill Con- 
duct, or as a Judgment of God upon them, 
are as much in his Favour, as thoſe that love 
and adhere to the Truth ? This, my Lord, is 


a ſhocking Opinion, and has given Numbers 


of Chriſtians great Offence, as contradicting 
common Senſe and plain Scripture ; as ſetting 


all Religion upon the Level, as to the Favour 
of God: — 5 


The next thing that, according to your 
Lordſhip, we ought not to be concerned at, is, 
| the 


8 
LF 
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the vain Words of Regular and Uninterrupted 
Succeſſions, as Niceties, Trifles, and Dreams. 
Thus much ſurely is implied in theſe Words, 
that no kind of Ordination or Miſſion of the 
Clergy is of any Conſequence or Moment to 
us. For if the Ordination need not be Regu- 
lar, or derived from thoſe who had Authority 
from Chriſt to Ordain, it is plain, that no one 
particular kind of Ordination can be of any 
more Value than another. For no Ordination 
whatever can have any worſe Defects, than as 
being Irregular, and not derived by a Succeſ- 
ſion from Chriſt. So that if theſe Circum- 

ſtances are to be looked on as Tr:ifles and 
Dreams, all the Difference that can be ſuppo- 
ſed betwixt any Ordinations, comes under the 
ſame Notion of Tr:fles and Dreams; and con- 
ſequently, are either Good alike, or Trifling 
alike. So that Quakers, Independents, Preſby- 
Zerians, according to your Lordſhip, have as 
much ReaTon to think their Teachers as uſe- 
ful to them, and as True Miniſters of Chriſt; 


as thoſe of the ES Communion have to 


think their Teachers, For if Regularity of 
Ordination and Uninterrupted Succeſſion be 


mere Trifles, and nothing; then all the Dif- 


ference betwixt us and other Teachers, muſt 


be nothing: for they can differ from us in no 


other reſpects. So that, my Lord, if Epiſ- 
copal Ordination, derived from Chriſt, hath 
been contended for by the Church of Eng- 
land, your Lordſhip hath in this Point — 
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ceſſion be once broke, People muſt either 8 


(15) 

ed her : And you not only give up Epiſcopat 

Ordination, by ridiculing a Succeſſion; but 
likewiſe by the ſame Argument exclude any 
Miniſters on Earth from having Chriſt's Au- 

thority. For if there be not a Succeſſion of 
Perſons authorized from Chriſt to ſend others 
to act in his Name, then both Epiſcopal and 
Preſbyterian Teachers are equally fe — 
and as mere Lay- men as any at all. For there 
can't be any other Difference between the 
Clergy and Laity ; but as the one hath Autho- 
rity derived from Chriſt, to perform Offices 
which the other hath not. But this Autho- 
rity can be no otherwiſe had, than by an Un- 
interrupted Succeſſion of Men from Chriſt, 
empower'd to qualify others. For if the Suc- 


— - 


= < 


into the Miniſtry of their own Accord, or be 
ſent by ſuch as have no more Power to ſend 

others, than to go themſelves. And, m 
Lord, can theſe be called Miniſters of Gheift 
or received as his Ambaſſadors ? Can they be 
thought to act in his Name, who have no 
Authority from him? If fo, your Lordſhip's 
Servant might Ordain and Baptize to as much 
* as your Lordſhip ; For it could only 
objected to ſuch Actions, that they had no 
Authority from Chriſt, And if there be no 
Succeſſion of Ordainers from him, every one 
is equally qualified to Ordain, My Lord, 1 
ſhould think it might be granted me, that the 
Adminiſtring of a Sacrament is an . we 
ave 
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616) 
have no Right to perform, conſider'd either 
as Men, Gentlemen, or Scholars, or Mem- 
bets of a Civil Society, Who then can have 
any Authority to interpoſe, but he that has it 
from Chriſt ? And how that can be had from 
him, without a Succeſſion of Men from him, 
is not eaſily conceiv'd. Should a private Per- 
ſon chuſe a Lord Chancellor, and declare his 
Authority good; would there be any thing but 
Abſurdity, Impudence and Preſumption in it ? 
But why he cannot as well commiſhon a Per- 
{on to act, fign and ſeal in the King's Name, 
as in the Name of Chriſt, is unaccountable. 


My Lord, it is a plain and obvious Truth, 
that no Man, or Number of Men, confider'd 
as ſuch, can any more make a Prieſt, or com- 
miſſion a Perſon to officiate in Chriſt's Name, 
as ſuch, than he can enlarge the Means of 
Grace, or a 
veyance of ſpiritual Advantages. The Mini- 
ſters of Chriſt are as much poſitive Ordinances 
as the Sacraments; and we might as well 
think, that Sacraments not inſtituted by him, 
might be Means of Grace, as thoſe paſs for 


his 1 ft iſters, Who have no Authority ; rom 


Once mote, all things are either in com- 


mon in the Church of Chriſt, or they are not. 
If chey are, then every one may Preach, Bap- 
tize, Ordain, Sc. If all things are not thus 

common, 
* 


dd a New Sacrament for the Con- 


at 
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common, but the Adminiſtring of the Sacra- 
ment, and Ordination, &c. are Offices appro- 
riated to particular Perſons ; then I deſire to 
4 how in this preſent Age, or any other 
fince the Apoſtles, Chriſtians can know their 
reſpective Duties, or what they may, or may 
not do, with reſpect to the — Acts of 
Ch arch-Communion, if there be no Uninter- 
rupted Succeſſion of Authorized Perſons from 
riſt : For till Authority from Chriſt ap- 
pears, to make a Difference between them, 
we are all alike ; and any one may officiate AS 
well as another. To make a Jeſt therefore of 
the Uninterrupted Succeſſion, is to make a Jeſt 
of Ordination ; to deſtroy the facred Chara- 
cter, and make all Pretenders to it, as good as 
thoſe that are ſent by Chriſt. 


If there be no Uninterrupted Succeſſion, then 
there are no Authoriz'd Miniſters from Chriſt ; 


if no ſuch Miniſters, then no Chriſtian Sacra- 4.4 2 
ments; if no Chriſtian Sacraments, then no 


P 


Chriſtian Covenant, whereof the Sacraments 
are the Stated and Viſble Seals. 


My Lord, this is all your own. Here are 
no Conſequences palm'd upon you ; but the 
firſt, plain, and obvious Senſe of your Lord- 
ſhip's Words — and yet, Shag all, your 


þ Lordſhip aſks Dr. Snape, Why all theſe Out- 


cries 3 you ? — my Lord, you 


have 


—_ 


* Anſwer, p. 40. 
s ® 


618) 


bave only taken pe main Supports of our 
Region — Vou have neither left us 

Frieſts, 8 craments, nor Church: Or, 
What is the fame, thing; you have made them 
all Tres and Dreams. And what has your 
Lerdihip given us in the room of all theſe 
Advantages ?. Why, only Sincerity : This is 
the great Univerſal Atonement for all. This 
is that, Which, according to your Lordſhip, 
Will help us to the Communion of Saints here- 
after, though we are in Communion with any 
body, or no body here. 


Cog el 279 It 


„The pext Thing we are not to be afraid of, 


axe; ; The vain Words of Nullity and Validity 
of God's, Ordinances, i. e. whether they are 


admipiſter'd by a Clergyman or a Layman. 
This indeed I have ſhewn was included in 
what you ſaid about the Trifle of Uninterr ted 


„ 


2 * ay But, for fear we ſhould 


over-looked it there, you have given it us in 


N Words in che next Line. 
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manner of Diviſions, be not endeavouring to 
introduce Confuſion If there were in Eng- 
land Five thouſand different Sects, has not 
your Lordſhip perſuaded them to be Cbntent 
with themſelves; not to value what they are 


told by other Communiohs; That if they are 
but ſincere,” they need not have regard to any 


thiug elſe J 1s ot this to' introduce Confuſi- 


on? What is Confuſion; but Difference and 
Diviſion? And does not ur —.— A 
ly declare to the World, no need 
of uniting ? That there is 105 re aß 
or Method, that can recommend us more to 
the Favour of God, than another Has your 
Lordthip' ſo, much as given the; leaſt Hint, 
that it is better to be in the Communioh or 
the Church of Exglan, chan Bor! Have 274 
not expoſed her Sar nend ul Cler 
as much 'as lay in you broke don Ho 
thing in her, that diſtin gui F her from Fa- 
natieal Convegticles 8 Whit. there in her, as 
a Church, thit yu have leſt unteuch d 
What have you leſt in her, that can any way 
8 others into Her edmmunion Art her 
authorized more tnan others? For fear 


| ch ould Be t, you" make a Regular 


Succeſſion from riſt, a Trifie:\ Rre her 
r ularl ne d? Leſt 
e e yow hight the 
% Gram ces," Is 
there any ARS 125 Lars eG del en- 
Janne Communion. Ah her? Leſt this ſliould 
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be belieyed, vou tell us, chat our being or | 


continuing in any particular Method (or par- 
ticular Communion) canngt recommend us 


more to the Fayour of God than another. 


I muſt obſerve to your Lordſhip, that theſe 
Opinions are very oddly, put in a Preſer vatius 


Jed; ill Principles; or, An Appeal to the 


Conſtiences and common. Senſe. of | tbe Latty. 
Are they to be perſuaded, not to join with = 
Nonjurors, becauſe; no particular, Prieſts, 


particular Sacraments, no particular — 


nion, is any thing but a Dream and Trifle; 
and ſuch things as no way recommend us to 
the, Nane of God more than others? Are 

rors only thus to be anſwer d? Is 
the E tabl iſh'd Church only thus to be de- 
fended ? Your, A indeed has not min- 
ter: But, 1 hope, the Church of 


_ or not at all, 
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Your Lordſhip tells Dr. Snape, 40 he 
"Faith and unſaith, to the great ene of the 


3h. 4 10 vil. , Roman 


. 3 920 


9 1 ſhould; "tell a a Perſon. that. oP. Cut of 
Conſcience, ta, al that all Caſes: of Comſci- 
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Roman Cathalicks x. But if your *Lordſhir ip 
would unſay ſome things you have faid, it 


would be a greater Mortification to them, 


than all that ever you ſaid or writ in your 
Lite. 


To * the Necalfity of ET + bi «= 
Communion, to expoſe the Validity of Sacra- 
ments, and rally upon the Uninterrupted Suc- 
ceſſion of Prieſts, and pull down every Pillar 
in the Church of Chriſt, is an Errand 9} 
which Rome hath + fent many” Meffenge 
And the Papiſts are no more proyoked Si 
your Lordſhip for theſe Diſcourſes, than the ® 
were angry at William Penn, a re puted Je- 
ſuit, for preaching 1 up uakeriſm. C long as 
they rejoice in our Diviſions, or are glad to 
ſee the City of God made a mere Babel, they 


can no more be angry at your e than 


1 — —— — — 


at your — 


* 


Dr. Snape ſays, you e 1 C arch 
of Chriſt as a Kingdom, in which Chriſt nei- 
ther acts himſelf, nor hath Invęſted any one 
elſe with Authority to act for him. At this 
your Lordſhip cries, p. 22. Lay your Hand 
upon your Heart, and aff aſk, It 447 4 65:4 


Human, Honeſt Far of what, your 


07 Eyes read in my Sermon ? 
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M y Los, Lia: deals. as. Gy Yon with 
my Heart as it is poſſible; and I pats con- 
feſs, I take the Doctor's Re 8 to be 
Chriſtian and Honeſt. For 5 
times contend againſt Abſolute wo) Indiſpen- 
ſible Authority; yet it is plain, that you ſtrike 
at all Authority, and alert. ag the Doctor 
ſaich, that Chrift, hath not inveſted any one on 
Earth Wach? an \Authagity. to act for him. 


Page 11. "You expechly oy: That as to 
the Affairs of. Conſctente and eternal Salvation, 
Ghrift hath, in no K PORE Hamer: ee 
delynd hin ads 13 
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* og 09 Lend: is, not this 1 121 that he 
— left no Authority at all? For Chriſt came 
with no other Authority Himſelf but as to 
Conſcience and Salvation, he erected a King- 
dom. whicte related to nothing but Coniſcience 
and Salvation; And therefore, they wha have 
no. Authorky as to Conſe diene and Salvation, 
have no Authority ab; all. Zn his don, 74 
Conſcience und a. aff the, onl ly, Mairs | 
of that Ringo: 4 ic - na=Mg& S451 4 1 1 
=p I- VV OF. NO FIST 4 Fat — 4 15 4 5 4 
x Your. Lola . 1e. AMI N 8 | 0 
Authority in theſe Affairs; 0 de tak 
it ill to be charged with ag, that Chri 
hath not inveſted any one Walch 1 Aut ority for 
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ther Juror or Non Juror, 
Churchman or Dialer 25 does not chink 
your Lordfhip has plainly aſſerted in theſe /- 
Paſſages, what the Doctor | has laid to bur 
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his Kingdom? How can they act in his King- 


dom, if they have nothing to do with Con- 
ſcience and Salvation, When his DA is 


concerned' with "nothing Ae eli . 


N EY 5 e - 
1 ; 


Again, Page 16. your Lordthip aich, this 
no one of them (Chriſtians) oh more than 


enother, "hath Authority either to mate new 


Laws for Chriſt's Sache, or to impoſe a 
Senſe 1 the old ones; br to Fudge e, Cenſure, | 
or Puniſh the Servants "'of © fog after, * in 
Matters e relati K to 5a" _ 


I can meet wah no Divine. 2 N c. 8 
or Tow 


Charge, that 110 one is eee! wit th TY 


from Chriſt ts aft for vin. 
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Pour Lordſhip inks this is fueiiiendly e an- 
ſwered, by ſaying, 


du contend againſt an 
Abſolute Authority. Von do indeed ſome- 


times es join Abfolute with" that Avthori 


rity vou 
diſclaim? But, my Lord; r isRilPtruc/ that 


you have taken all Authbiity: Hbm the 1 


N For the Reaſons you every-where 
15 18 2 79 Sud; ſtrong⸗ 
Authority, Ld "Dat 
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Firft, You diſown the Authority of any 
Chriſtians over other Chriſtians, becauſe they 
are the Servants of another Maſter, p. 16. 
Now this concludes as ſtrongly againſt any 
Authority, as that which is Abſolute : For no 
one can have the leaſt Authority over thoſe 
that are entirely under another's Juriſdiction, 
A ſmall Authority over another's Servant, is 
as inconſiſtent as the greateſt. N 


>» 


Secondly, You reje& this Authority, be- 
cauſe of the Objects it is exerciſed upon, 2. e. 
Matters purely relating to Conſcience and Sal- 
vation. Here this Authority is rejected, be- 
cauſe it relates to Conſtience and Salvation; 

| which does as well exclude every Degree of 
Authority, as that which is Abſolute. For. 
if Authority and Conſcience cannot ſuit toge- 
% ther, Conſcience rejects Authority, as ſuch ; 
" and not becauſe there is. this or that Degree 
of it. So that this Argument baniſhes all Au- 

* thorky, © wht; 


Thirdly, Your Lordſhip denies any Church 
Authority, becauſe Chril if doth not interpoſe 
to comvey Infallibility, to aſſert the true Inter- 
pretation of bis own Laus. Now, this Rea- * 


— — 9 - 
- oe : 


IX I _ 


[ fon concludes as full againſt all Authority, as 
= that which is Ahſolute. For if Infallibility is 
i neceſſary to found an Obedience _ 
10g | | . 8 


Sermon, p. 15. | 
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Chriſt's Kingdom, it is plain, that no body in 
Chriſt's Kingdom hath any Right to any 
Obedience from others, nor conſequently any 
Authority to command it; no Members, or 
Number of Members, of it, being infallible, 


Fourth, Another Reaſon, your ' Lordſhip 
gives againſt Church-Authority, is this ; That 
it is the taking Chriſt's Kingdom out of 4 
Hands, and placing it in their own, P- 14 
Now this Reaſon proves as much again Au- 
thority in general, or any Degrees of it, as 
that which is Abſolute. For if the Authority 
of others is inconſiſtent with Chriſt's being / 
King. of his own Kingdom, then every De- 
gree of Authority, ſo far as it extends, is an 
Invaſion of ſo much of Chriſt's Authority, 


and uſurping-upon his Right, 


The Reaſon likewiſe which your Lordſhip 


gives to prove the Apoſtles not Uſurpers of 
Chriſt's, Authority, plainly. condemns every 
Degree of Authority which any Church can 


now pretend to. They were no Uſurpers, be- 


n l be. then interpoſed to convey Infallibility ; 


and was in all that they.orgained : So that 75 


[the Proſe 


Authority was bis in the ftrifte 6 So 
that —_ he does 55 p $2 Bury 
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no Right to exerciſe the leaſt Degree of Au- 
thority, without robbing Chriſt of his Prero- 


_ eative, 


Thus it plainly appears, that every Reaſon 
you have offered againſt Church- Authority, 
concludes with as much Strength againſt all 
Authority, as that which is Abſolute, And 
therefore Dr. Snape has done you no Injury in 


charging you with the Denial of A Autho- 
rity. 


There happens, my Lord, to be only this 


Difference between your Sermon and the De- 
fence of it, that That is ſo many Pages againft 


Church- Authority, as ſuch, and This is a 
Confutation of the Pope's Infallibility. It is 
very ſtrange, that ſo clear a Writer, who has 
been ſo long enquiring into the Nature of 
Gcvernment, ſhould not be able to make him- 
{elf be underſtood upon it: That your Lord- 
thip ſhould be only preaching againſt the 
Pope; and yet All the Lower Houſe of Convo- 
cation ſhould unanimouſly conceive, that your 
Doctrine therein deliver'd, tended to ſubvert 


all Government and Diſcipline in the Church of 


I ——— — _ 


Chrift 


And, my Lord, it will appear from what 
follows, that your Lordſhip is even of the 
fame Opinion yourſelf; and that you _ 
imagin'd, you had baniſh'd a/ Authority, 4 | 

abs ſuch, 


— 
an 
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627 
ſuch, out of the Church, by thoſe Arguments 
you had offer'd againſt an Abſolute Authority, 
This is plain from the following Paſſage, 
where you ridicule that which Dr. Snape 
took to be an Authority, though not Abſolute, 
When Dr. Snape faid, That no Church-Au- 
thority was to be obey'd in any thing contra- 
ry to the Reveal'd Will of God, your Lord- 
ſhip triumphs thus: Glorzous Abſolute Autho- 
rity indeed, in your own Account, to which | 
Chriſt's Subjects owe no Obedience, till they 
have examin'd into his own Declarations ; and 
then they obey not this Authority, but him *. 


Here you make nothing of that Authority 
which is not Abſolute ; and yet you think it 
hard to be told, that you have taken away all 
Church- Authority, That which is Abſolute, 
you expreſsly deny; and here you ſay, that 
which is not Abſolute, is nothing at all. 
Where then is the Authority you have left ? 
Or how is it that Chriſt has impower'd any 
one to act in his Name? 1 


Your Lordſhip fights ſafe under the Pro- 
tection of the Word Abſolute ; but your Aim 
is at all Church-Power. And your Lordſhip 
makes toq haſty an Inference, that becauſe it 

is not Abſolute, it is none at all, If you afk, 
Where you have made this Inference, it is on 
occaſion of the above-mentioned Triumph ; 


® Anſwer, p. 27. 


D 2 where 


( 28 ) 
where your Lordſhip makes it an inſignificant 


Authority, which is only to be obey'd ſo long 
as it is not contrary to Scripture, 


Your Lordſhip ſeems to think all is loſt, as 
to Church- Power; becauſe the Doctor does 
not claim an Abſolute one, but allows it to be 
ſubject to Scriptare : As if all Authority was 
Abſolute, or elſe nothing at all. I ſhall there- 
fore conſider the Nature of this Church. 
Power, and ſhew, that though it is not Abſo- 
lute, yet it is a Real Authority, and is not 
ſuch a mere Notion as your Lordſhip makes 
it. 


An Abſolute Authority, at g to your 
Lordſhip is, what 1s to be always obeyed by 
every Individual that is ſubje& to it, in all 
Circumſtances. This is an Authority that we 
utterly deny to the Church. But, I preſume, 
there may be an Authority inferior to this, 
which is nevertheleſs a Real Authority, and is 
to be eſteemed as ſuch, and that for theſe 
Reaſons ; 


Firſt, I nice it will be allowed me; that 
our Saviour came into the World with Autho- 
rity. But it was not lawful for the Jes to 
receive him, if they thought his Appearance 
not agreeable to thoſe Marks and Characters 
they had of him in their Scriptures. 


— — 


not J here ſay, my Lord, Glorious Authority 


* 
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5H of Chriſt indeed, to which the Jews owed no 


. Obedience, till they had examin'd their Serip- / 
tures; and then they obey, not Him, but 


- Them! —— 


Again; The Apoſtles were ſent into the 
| ; World with Authority: But yet, thoſe who 
thought their Doctrines unworthy of God, 
and unſuitable to the Principles of Natural 
Religion, were obliged not to obey them. 
* Glorious Authority indeed of the Apoſtles, to 
= whom Mankind owed no Obedience, till they 


bad firſt examined their own Notions of God | 


| and Religion ; and then they obeyed, not the A. 
© poſtles, but Them, © | 


I hope, my Lord, it may be allow'd, that 
the Sacraments are Real Means of Grace: 
But it is certain they are only conditionally fo, 
if thoſe that partake of them are endowed 
with ſuitable Hiſpoditions of Piety and Virtue. 


. 


Glorious Means of Grace of the Sacraments, 


3 which is only obtained by ſuch pious Diſpoſitions ; 
and then it is owing to the Diſpoſitions, and 
not the Sacraments. Now, my Lord, if 
there can be ſuch a thing in ee Real 
Means of Grace, which are only conditionally 
apply'd, I cannot ſee, why there may not be 


which is only to be conditionally obeyed, 


Your 


= 
_- == 
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an” inſtituted Real Authority in the Church, 


no other Authority; they muſt have Reaſons 


(30) 


Your Lordſhip has written a great many 
Elaborate Pages to prove the Enghſh Govern- 
ment Limited ; and that no Obedience is due 
to it, but whilſt it preſerves our Fundamen- 
tals ; and, I ſuppoſe, the People are to judge 
for themſelves, whether theſe are ſafe, or 
not. Glorious Authority of the Engliſh Go- 


vernment, which is to be obey'd no longer than 
- the People think it their Intereſt to obey it ! 


Will your Lordſhip ſay, There is zo Au- 
thority in the Enghſh Government, becauſe 
only a conditional Obedience is due to it, whilſt 
we think it ſupports our Fundamentals? Why 
then muſt the Church- Authority be reckoned 
nothing at all, becauſe only a Rational Con- 
ditional Obedience is to be paid, whilſt we 
think it not contrary to Scripture ? Is a Li- 
mited, Conditional Government in the State, 
ſuch a Wiſe, Excellent, and Glorious Conſti- 
tution? And is the ſame Authority in the 
Church, ſuch Abſurdity, Nonſenſe, and no- 
thing at all, as to any actual Power? 


f there be ſuch a thing as Obedience up- 
on Rational Motives, there muſt be ſuch a 
thing as Authority that is not Abſolute, or 
that does not require a Blind, Implicit Obe- 
dience. Indeed, Rational Creatures can abey 
for what they do, And yet becauſe th 

N 7 Church 


1 „ 

Church claims only this Rational Obedience, 

your Lordſhip explodes ſuch Authority as none 
at all. 8 


Pet it muſt be granted, that no other Obe- 
dience was due to the Prophets, or our Savi- 
our and his Apoſtles : They were only to be 
i obey'd by thoſe who Thought their Doctrines 
” worthy of God. So that if the Church has 0 
Authority, becauſe we muſt firſt conſult the 
- Scriptures before we obey it; neither our Sa- 
viour, nor his Apoſtles, had any Authority, 

becauſe the Jeus were firſt to conſult their 
-- Scriptures, and the Heathens their Reaſon, 
before they obey'd em. And yet this is all 
+ that is ſaid againſt Church- Authority ; That 
2 becauſe they are to judge of the Lawfulneſs of 
its Injunctions, therefore they owe it no Obe- 

dience: Which falſe Concluſion I bope is 
enough expoſed, 
$ 


If we think it unlawful to do any thing 
that the Church requires of us, we muſt not 
= obey its Authority, So, if we think it un- 
lawful to ſubmit to any Temporal Govern- 
ment, we are not to comply. But, I hope, 


it will not follow, that the Government as 
no Authority, becauſe ſome think it unlawful 
to comply with it. If we are ſo unhappy as 
to judge wrong in any Matter of Duty, we 
muſt nevertheleſs act according to our Judg- 
ments; and the Guilt of Diſobedience either 
In 


M 
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in Church or State, is more or leſs, according 
as our Error is more or leſs voluntary, and oc- 


caſioned by our own Miſmanagement, 


I believe I have ſhewn, Firſt, That all 
your Lordſhip's Arguments againſt Church- 
Authority, conclude with the fame Force a- 
gainſt al Degrees of Authority: Secondly, 
That though Church- Authority be not Abſo- 
lute in a certain Senſe ; yet if our Saviour and 
his Apoſtles had any Authority, the Church 
may have a Real Authority : For neither he, 
nor "his Apoſtles, had ſuch an Abſolute Autho- 
rity, as excludes all Canſideration and Exami- 

nation : Which is your Notion of Abſolute 
Authority, 


Before I leave this Head, I muſt obſerve, 
that in this very Anſwer to Dr. Snape, where 
you would be thought to have expoſed this 


Abſolute Authority alone, you exclude all Au- 


thority along with it. You aſk the Doctor *. 
I this the whole you can make of it, after all 


your boaſted Zeal for Mere Authority ? You 


well as you My Lord, there can be no un- 
derſtanding of this, unleſs Mere Authority 


and Abſolute Authority be taken for the fame 


rung by your: r AR 
But, 


»»Auſwer, p. 26 
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then ſay, Why may not I be allowed to ſay, No 
Man 6n Earth hath an Abſolute Ts, & | 
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But, my Lord, is not the ſmalleſt Particle 
of Matter, Mere Matter? And is it there- 
fore the ſame as the V pole Maſs of Matter ? 
Is an Inch of Space, becauſe it is Mere Space, 
the ſame as Infinite Space? How comes it 


then, that Mere Authority is the ſame as Ab- 


5 * ſolute Authority ? My Lord, Mere Authority 
© implies ozzly Authority, as a Mere Man im- 


plies only a Man: But your Lordſhip makes 
no Difference between this, and Abſolute Au- 
thority; and therefore hath left no Authority 


in the Church, unleſs there be Authority, that 


is not Mere Authority, i. e. Matter that is not 
More Matter; or * that is not Mere 
hace. a 


When the Church enjoins Matters of In- 
F difference, is ſhe obeyed for any Reaſon, but 
for her Mere Authority? But your Lordſhip 
; allows no Obedience to Mere Authority ; and 


therefore no Obedience even in Indifferent 


_—_—— 


Thus do theſe Arguments of yours lay all 
Vaſte in the Church; And I muſt not omit 
Zone, my Lord, which falls as heavy upon the 
State, and makes all Civil Government un- 
s Cp ; Words are theſe : As the 

urch o iſt is the Kingdom of Chriſt, He 
bimſelf Y 172 75 and in wy 77 5 ts The / d, 


3 that He ts the ſole Law-giver ts his Suk aats 
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and Himſelf the fole Judge of their Behaviour 
in the Affairs of Conſcience and Salvation. If 
there be any Truth or Force in this Argu- 
ment, it concludes with the ſame Truth and 
Force againſt all Authority in the Kingdoms of 
this World. In Scripture we are told, the 
Mojt High ruleth in the Kingdom of Men, 
(Dan. iv. 17.) that. the Lord is our Law- 


giver, the Lord is our King, (Iſa. xxxiii. 22.) 


Now, if becauſe Chriſt is King of the Church, 
it muſt be in his imply'd, that he is ſole Law- 
giver to his Subjects ; it is plain to a Demon- 
ſtration, that becauſe God is King and Law- 


giver to the Whole Earth, that therefore He 


is /ole Law-g:ver to his Subjects; and conſe- 
quently, that a/ Ci Authority, all Human 
Laws, are mere Invaſions and Uſurpations 


upon God's Authority, as King of the whole 
Earth. 


Is no body to have any Juriſdiction in 
Chriſt's Kingdom, becauſe He is King of it? 
How then comes any one to have any Autho- 
rity in the Kingdoms of this World, when 
God has declared himſelf the Law-g:ver, and 
King of the whole World ? Will your Lord- 
ſhip fay, that Chriſt hath left us the Scrip- 
tures, as the Statute-Laws of his K:ngdom, 
to prevent the Neceſſity of After-Laws? It 
may be anſwer'd, That God has given us 


- Reaſon for our conſtant Guide; which, if it 


were as duly attended to, would as certainly 


( 35 ) 


Laer the Ends of Civil Life, as the Obſer- 
vance of the Scriptures would make us good 


- Chriſtians, 


But, my Lord, as human Nature, if left! 
to itſelf, would neither anſwer the Ends of a 
L Spiritual or Civil Society; fo a conſtant Vifible 


X Government in both, is equally neceſlary : 
And, I believe, it appears to all unprejudiced 
* Eyes, that in this Argument aft leaſt, your 


! Lordſhip has declared both equally Unlaw- 


| Jul. 


; 
. 
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Your Lordſhip faith +, The Excluſion of 
the Papiſts from the Throne, was not upon the 
Account of their Religion. Three Lines after 
you ſay, 7 have contended indeed elſewhere, 


| 5 it was their unhappy Religion which alone 


made them uncapable in themſelves, of govern- 
ing this Proteſtant Nation by the Laws of the 
4 Land My Lord, I can't reconcile theſe two 


Poaſſages. Popery alone, you ſay, was their 
ucapacity. From which it may be inferred, 
they had uo other Incapacity. Vet vour Lord- 

® ſhip faith, They were not excluded upon the 
1 Account of their Religion, A little after you 


8 fay, The Ground of their Excluſion was not 


1 their Religion, conſider d as ſuch; but the Fa- 
1 tal, Natural, Certain Effects of it upon them 
| Fives to our Deſirufion. 


E 2 As 
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As for Inſtance, your Lordſhip may mean 


loſes his Right to his Eſtate; not upon the 
Account of Death, conſider'd as ſuch; but 
for the Certain, Fatal, Natural Effect of it 
upon himſelf. Or, ſuppoſe a Perſon be ex- 
cluded for being an Idiot; it is not for his 
Idiocy, conſider'd as ſuch; but for the Cer- 
tain, Fatal, Natural Effect of it upon him- 
ſelf to our Deſtruction. 


My Lord, this 1s prodigious deep: I with 
it be clear; or, that it be not too refined a 
Notion for common Uſe on this Subject. 
Likewiſe I do not conceive, my Lord, what 
you can call the Fatal, Natural, Certain Ef- 
fects of any one's Religion. I am ſure, a- 
mong Proteſtants there are no Natural, Cer- 
tain Effects of their Religion upon them; that 
their Practices don't Fatally follow their Prin- 
ciples: Neither is there any demonitrative 
Certainty, that a Biſbop cannot be againſt 
Epiſcopacy. A 


If the Papr/ts are fo unalterably ſincere in 
their Religion, that we can prove their certain 
Obſervation of it, it's pity but they had our 
Principles, and we had their Practice. I have 
not that good Opinion of the Papiſts, which 
your Lordſhip hath : I believe ſeveral of them 
fit as looſe to their Religion, as other Folks. 

Ov _ 


thus: If a Man of a great Eſtate dies, he 
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Does your Lordſhip think, that all Papiſts 
are alike ? That natural Temper, Ambition 
and Education, don't make as much Diffe- 
rence amongſt them, as the ſame things do 
amongſt us? Are all Proteſtants looſe and li- 


ſame Zealots? If not, my Lord, then theſe 


* Ffefs you call Fatal, Natural, and Certain, 
may be not to be depended upon. 


* Your Lordſhip knows, that it was general- 
ly believed, that King Charles the Second was 
a Papiſt : But I never heard of any Fatal, 
Natural, and Certain Effects of his Religion up- 
on bim. All that one hears of it is, that he liv'd 
like a Proteſtant, and dy'd like a Papiſt. I 


who were lately Papiſts, are now true 
Proteſtants, I deſire therefore to know, 
what is become of the Fatal, Certain, and 


* Natural Effeets of their Religion ? 


again upon your Heart, and aſk, Whether 


4 : My Lord, I beg of you to lay your Hand 


this be ſtrict Reaſoning? Whether it is 
poſſible in the very Nature of the thing, chat 

uch Fatal, Natural, and Certain Effe&s ſhould 7 
= follow ſuch a Giddy, Whimſical, Uncertain 


Thing, as Human and Free Choice? My 


cord, is it neither poſſible for Papiſts to 


change or conccal their Religion for Intereſt, 
Or 


bertine alike? Why ſhould all Papiſts be the 


4 N your Lordſhip will allow, that ſeve- 
ra 


\ 638) 


or leave it through a conſcientious Conviction? 
If the former is impoſſible, then, according 
to your Lordſhip, it is the ſafeſt Religion in 
the World; becauſe they are all ſure of be- 
ing /incere, and conſequently, the Firſt Fa- 
vourites of God, If the latter is impoſſible, 
then a great many fine Sermons and Diſcour- 


ſes have been written to as wiſe Purpoſes, as 
if they had been directed to the Wind. 


I come now to your Lordſhip's Definition 
of Prayer, a Calm and Undiſturbed Addreſs to 
God. It ſeems very ſtrange, that fo great a 
Maſter of Words as your Lordſhip, ſhould 
pick out Two ſo very exceptionable, that all 
your Lordſhip's Skill could not defend them, 
but by leaving their firſt and obvious Senſe. 
Who would not take Calm and Undi/turbed to 
be very like Quiet and Unmoved? Yet your 
Lordſhip diſlikes thoſe Expreſſions. But if 
theſe do not give us a true Idea of Prayer, 
you have made a very narrow Eſcape, and 
have given us a Definition of Prayer as near 
to a wrong one as poſſible. 


Prayer chiefly conſiſteth of Confeſſion and 
Petition, Now, to be Calm, and free from 
all worldly Paſſions, is a neceſſary Temper to 
the Tight Diſcharge of ſuch Duties: But why 
our Confeſſion muſt be ſo Calm, and free from 
all Perturbation of Spirit ; why our Petitions 
may not have all that Fervour and Warmth, 


with 
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with which either Nature or Grace can ſup-— 


ply them, is very ſurprizing. 


My Lord, we are adviſed to be Dead to 
the World; and I humbly ſuppoſe, no more 
is implied in it, than to keep our Affections 


from being too much engaged in it; and that 
a Calm, Undiſturbed, i. e. Diſþaſſionate Uſe of /' © 
the World is very conſiſtent with our being 


dead to it. If fo, then this Calm, Undifturb- 


ed Addreſs to Heaven, is a kind of Proger | 


that is very conſiſtent with our being dead to 


Heaven. 


We are forbid to love the World; and yet 


no greater Abſtraction from it is required, 
than to uſe it Calm and Undiſturb d. We are 
commanded to ſet our Affections on Things 
above; and yet, according to your Lordſhip, 
the ſame Calm, Undiſturbed Temper is enough, - 
According to this therefore we are to be af- 


fefted, or rather unaffefed alike, with this 


|: 0 and the next World; ſince we are to be Calm 
and Undiſturb d with reſpect to beth. a 


The Reaſon your Lordſhip offers for this 


5 Definition of Prayer, is this; becauſe you 


* look upon Calmneſ and Undiſturbedneſs to be 


te Ornament an Defence of human Under- 
fanding in all its Actions. My Lord, this 


plainly ſuppoſes, there is na ſuch thing as the 
e 


2 Anſwer, p. 11, 
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64⁰ 
Right Uſe of our Paſſions : For if we could 
ever uſe them to any Advantage, then it could 
not be the Ornament of our Nature to be d:/- 
paſſionate alike in all its Actions. It is as much 
the Ornament and Defence of our Nature, to 
be differently afe&ed with Things according 
to their reſpective Differences, as tis to un- 
derſtand or conceive different Things according 
to their real Difference. It would be no Or- 
nament or Credit to us, to conceive no Diffe- 
rence betwixt a Mountain and a Mole-Hill: 
And our Rational Nature is as much diſgra- 
ced, when we are no more fected with great 
Things than with //na//. It is the Eſſential 
Ornament of our Nature, to be as ſenſibly af- 
fected in a different Manner with the different 
Degrees of Goodneſs of Things, as ' tis to per- 
ceive exactly the different Natures or Relati- 
ons of Things. Paſſion is no more a Crime, 
as ſuch, than the Underſtanding is, as ſuch. 
"Tis nothing but miſtaking the Value of Ob- 
jects, that makes it criminal. An Hzfinite 
Good cannot be too paſſionately deſir d, nor a 
Real Evil too vehemently abhorr'd, Mere 
Philoſophy, my Lord, would teach us, that 
the Dignity of Human Nature 1s beſt decla- 
red by a Pungent Uneaſmmeſs for the Miſery of 
Sin, and a <" oa warm Application to Hea- 
ven for Afﬀiſtance : 


Let us now conſult the Scripture. St. Paul 
deſcribes a godly Sorrow ſomething * 
| rom 


« US & i= © © pid hid 


$a. od 6% Bot Bu. +.» 


. E 
* 
* 
fl 
; 


( 41) 
from your Lordſhip's Calm and Undi/turbed 
* Temper, in theſe Words: When ye ſorrowed 
after a godly fort, what Carefulnels it wrought 
in you! Yea, what Indignation, yea; what 
Fear, yea, what Zeal, yea, what Revenge ! 
(2 Cor. vii. 11.) My Lord, I ſuppoſe theſe 
are not ſo many Words for Calm and Undi- 
furbed. Yet, as different as they are, the 
Apoſtle makes them the Qualities of a godly 


Sorrow. And all this, at the Expence of that 


Calmneſs which your Lordſhip terms the Or- 

nament of human Nature. Dr. Snape pleads ,. 
for the Fervency and Ardour of our Devoti- 
ons, from our Saviocur's praying more earneſtly 
before his Paſſion. 
Tour Lordſhip replies, that his can give 
no Directions as to our daily Prayers; be- 


cauſe it was what our Saviour himſelf knew 


nothing of, but this once. The Author of 
the Epiſtle to the Hebrews knew nothing of 
this way of Reaſoning. For, as an Argu- 
ment for daily Patience, he bids us look to 
"Jeſus, who endured the Croſs, becauſe he 
died for us, leaving us an Example. 


> Our Saviour, my Lord, ſuffered and died 


but once; yet is it made a Reaſon for our dai- 
Patience, and propoſed as an Example for 
us to imitate. b 


K 


"me to Prayer. 
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If therefore, my Lord, his Paſſion, ſo ex- 
traordinary in itſelf, and as much above the 
Power of human Nature to bear, as the In- 
tenſeneſs of his Devotions exceeded our Capa- 
cities for Prayer, be yet propoſed as an Ex- 
ample to us in the ordinary Calamities of Life ; 
how comes it, that his Devotion at that time 
ſhould have no manner of Uſe or Direction in 
it as to our Devotions, eſpecially in our Di- 


fireſs? How comes it, that his Suffering 


ſhould have ſo much of Example in it, ſo 
much to be imitated ; but the Manner of his 
Devotion then have nothing of Inſtruction, 
nothing that need be imitated by us? All the 
Reaſon that is offer'd, is the Singularity and 
Extraordinarineſs of it, when the ſame ma 


be ſaid of his Paſſion; yet _ is allowed to 
be an Example. 


Your Lordſhip is pleaſed, for the Informa- 
tion of your Unwary Readers, to reaſon thus 


upon the Place: If this be the Example of ot 


Saviour, to allure us of his Will about the 
Temper neceſſary to Prayer, it will follow, 


that our Bleſſed Lord Himſelf never truly pray- 


ed before this time: And yet again, if he 
prayed more earneſtly, it will follow, that he 
had prayed before ; and conſequently, that this 


Temper in which He now was, was not neceſ- 


My 


e 
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My Lord, one would think this Elaborate 
Proof was againſt ſomething aſſerted. Here 
you have indeed a thorough Conqueſt; but it 
is over no body, For did any one ever aſſert, 
that ſuch Extraordinary Earneſtneſs was ne— 
ceſſary to Prayer? Does Dr. Snape, or any 
Divines, allow of no Prayers, except we 
ſweat Drops of Blood? Will your Lordſhip 
ſay, that the Neceſſity of this Temper is im- 
ply'd in the Quotation of this Text, as a Di- 
rection for Prayer? I-anſwer, juſt as much as 
we are all obliged to die upon the Crojs, be- 
cauſe his Sufferings there are propoſed to us as 
an Example, 


The plain Truth of the Matter, my Lord, 
I take to be this: Our Sawur's Sufferings on 
the Croſs were ſuch as no Mortal can under- 
go; yet they are juſtly propoſed as an Ex- 
ample to us to bear with Patience ſuch Suffer- 
ings as are within the Compaſs of human Na- 
ture. His earneſt Devotion before this Paſſi- 
on, far exceeded any Fervours which the De- 
vouteſt of Mankind can attain to: Yet it is 
juſtly propoſed to us as an Example, to excite 
us to be as fervent as we can; and may be 
juſtly alledg'd in our Defence, when our 
warm and paſſionate Addreſſes to God in our 
Calamities, are condemned as ſiiperſtitious 
Folly. My Lord, muſt nothing be an Ex- 
ample, but what we can exactly come up to? 


F 2 How 
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How then can the Life of our Saviour, 
which was entirely free from Sin, be an Ex- 
ample to us? How could it be faid in the 


Scripture, Be ye holy, for J am holy? Can any 
one be Holy as God 1s? 


' My Lord, one might properly urge the 
Praclice of the Primitive Chriſtians, who 
parted with all they had for the Support of 
their Indigent Na as an Argument for 
Charity, without deſigning to oblige People 
to part with all they have. And be that 
ſhould, in anſwer to ſuch an Argument, tell 
the World, that Charity is only a calm, un- 
difturb'd Good Will to all Mankind, would 
juſt as much ſet forth the true Docrrine of 
Charity, as He that defines Prayer to be a 
calm and undiſturbd Addreſs to Heaven, for 
no other Reaſon, but becauſe no certain De- 
grees of Fervour or Affection are neceſſarily 
required to conſtitute Devotion. My Lord, 
has Charity nothing to do with the Diftribu- 
tion of Alms, becauſe no certain Allowance i 1 
fixed ? Why then muſt Prayer have nothing 
to do with Heat and Fervency, becauſe na 
fixed Degrees of it are neceſſary? 


Therefore, my Lord, as I would define 
Charity to be a pious Diſtribution of ſo much 
of our Goods to the Poor, as is ſuitable to our 
Circumſtances ; ſo I would define Prayer, an 


Adareſs to H eaven, enliven d with fuch De- 
grees 
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grees of Fervour and Intenſeneſs, as our Na- 
tural Temper, inſſuenc d with a true Senſe of 
God, could beget in us. 


Your Lordſhip ſays, you only deſire to 
ſtrike at the Root of ſuper/tit:ous Folly, and 
eſtabliſh Prayer in its room; and this is to be 
effected by making our Addreſſes calm and 
undiſturb' d: By which we are to underſtand, 
a Freedom from Heat and Paſſion, as your 
Lordſhip explains it, by an Application to 
yourſelf. 


If therefore any one ſhould happen to be 
ſo difturb'd at his Sins, as to offer a broken 
and contrite Heart to God, inſtead of one 
calm and undiſturb d; or, like holy David, 
his Soul ſhould be athirſt for God, or pant af- 
ter him, as the Hart panteth after the Water- 
brooks, this would not be Prayer, but ſuper- 
ſtitious Folly, \ 


My Lord, Calmneſs of Temper, as it ſigni- 
fies a Power over our Paſſions, is a happy Cir- 
cumſtance of a Rational Nature, but no far- 
ther : When the Object is well choſen, there 
is no Danger in the Purſuit. 


The Calmneſs your Lordſhip hath deſcri- 
bed, is fit for a Philgſopher in his Study, who 
is ſolving Mathematical Problems. But if he 
ſhould come abroad into. the World, thus en- 

tirely 


/ 


OJ; 
tirely empty of all Paſſion, he would live to 
as much Purpoſe, as if he had left his Under- 


ſtanding behind him, 


What a fine Subject, my Lord, would 
ſuch a one make, who, when he heard of 
Plots, Invaſions, and Rebellions, would con- 
tinue as calm and undiſturb'd, as when he was 
comparing Lines and Figures? Such a calm 
Subject would ſcarce be taken for any Great 


Loyaliſi. 


Vour Lordſhip, in other Places, hath re- 
commended an open and undiſguiſed Zeal *, 
and told us ſuch things as ought to alarm the 
coldeſt Heart 4. Sure, my Lord, this is 
ſomewhat more than Calm and Undifturb'd : 
And will your Lordſhip, who hath expreſſed 
ſo much Concern for this Ornament and De- 
fence of human Underſtanding, perſuade us to 
part with the leaſt Degree of it upon any Ac- 
count? I am, my Lord, (with all Reſpect 
that is due to your Lordſhip's Station and Cha- 


racer) | 
Your moſt Humble and 


0 WM. S, Servant, 


WILLIAM Law. 


* Sermon 5th Nov. p. 5. 
+ Sermon, p. 14. 
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Juſt Concern for Truth, and the Firſt 
Principles of the Chriſtian Religion, 
was the only Motive thatengag'd me 
in the Examination of your Lord- 
ſhip's Doctrines in a former Letter 
to your Lordſhip. And the ſame 
Motive J hope, will be thought a ſufficient Apolo- 
gy for my preſuming to give your Lordſhip the 
Trouble of a Second Letter. 
Amongſt the Vain Contemptible Things, where- 
of your Lordſhip would create an Abhorrence in the 
Laity, are, the Trifles and Niceties of Authoritative 
Benediftions, Abſolutions, Excommunications*. Again, 
you ſay, that 1 expect the Grace of God from any 
Hands, but his own, is to affront bim F. And 
that all depends upon God and ourſelves; That Human 
Benediftions, Human Abſolutions, Human Excommu— 
mcations, bave nothing to do with the Favour of God ||, 
It is evident from theſe Maxims (for your Lord- 
ſhip aſſerts them as ſuch) that whatever Inſtitutions 
are obſerved in any Chriſtian Society, upon this Sup- 
polition, that thereby Grace is conferr*d thro* Human 
Hands, or by the Miniſtry of the Clergy, ſuch In- 
ſtitutions ought to be condemn'd, and are condemn'd 
bf pour Lordſhip, as zrifling, uſeleſs, and affronting 
to God, | | 
There is an Inſtitution, my Lord, in the yet Eſta- 
bliſh*d Church of England, which we call Confirma- 
tion: It is founded upon the expreſs Wards of Scri- 
pture, Primitive Obſervance, and the Univerſal 
Practice of all ſucceeding Ages in the Church. The 
Deſign of this Inſtitution is, that it ſhould be a Means 
| n of 
* Preſervative, p. 98. T P. 89. | P. 101. 


L 4 ] 
of conferring Grace, by the Prayer and Impoſition 
of the Biſhop's Hands on thoſe who have been already 
Baptiz'd. But yet againſt all this Authority, both 
Divine and Human, and the expreſs Order of our 
own Church, your Lordſhip teaches the Laity, hat 
all Human Benedictions are uſeleſs Niceties; and that to 
expect God's Grace from any Hands but his own, is to 
affront him. 

If fo, my Lord, what ſhallwe ſay in Defence of 
the Apoſtles? We read (Acts 8. 14.) that when 
Philip the Deacon had baptized the Samaritans, the 
Apoſtles ſent Peter and 76bn to them, who having 


pray*d, and laid their Hands an them, they receiv'd the | 


Holy Ghoſt, who before was fallen upon none of them; 
only they were baptized in the Name of the Lord Feſus. 

My Lord, ſeveral things are here out of Queſtion ; 
Firſt, That ſomething elſe, even in the Apoſtolical 
Times, was neceſſary, beſides Baptiſm, in order to 
qualify Perſons to become compleat Members of the 
Body, or Partakers of the Grace of Chriſt. They 


had been baptized, yet did not receive the Holy 


Ghoſt, till the Apoſtles Hands were laid upon them. 
2dly, That God's Graces are not only conferr'd by 
means of Human Hands, but of ſome particular 
Hands, and not others. 3dly, That this Office was 


ſo ſtrictiy appropriated to the Apoſtles, or Chief 


Governors of the Church, that it could not be per- 
form'd by inſpir'd Men, tho* empower'd to work 
Miracles, who were of an inferior Order; as Philip 
the Deacon. 4hly, That the Power of the Apoſtles 


for the Performance of this Ordinance, was entirely 


owing to their ſuperior Degree in the Miniſtry, and 
not to any extraordinary Gifts they were endow*d 
with : Forthen Philip might have perform'd it; who 
was not wanting in thoſe Gifts, being himſelf an E- 
vangeliſt, and Worker of Miracles: Which is a 
Demonſtration that his Incapacity aroſe from his in- 
ferior Degree in the Miniſtry. 3 
| | n 
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And now, my Lord, are all human Benedifions 
Niceties and Trifles? Are the Means of God's Grace 
in his own Hands alone? Is it wicked, and affronting 
to God, to ſuppoſe the contrary ? How then comes 
Peter and Jobn to confer the Holy Ghoſt by the Im- 
poſition of their Hands? How comes it, that they 
appropriate this Office to themſelves? Is the Diſpen- 
ſation of God's Grace in his own Hands alone? And 
yet can it be diſpens'd to us by the Miniſtry of ſome 
Perſons, and not by that of others ? 

Were the Apoſtles ſo wicked, as to diſtinguiſh 
themſelves by a Pretence to vain Powers, which 
God had reſerved to himſelf? And which your Lord- 
ſhip ſuppoſes from the Title of your Preſervalive, 
that it is inconſiſtent with common Senſe, to imagine 
that God would or could have communicated to 
Men. \ | Dore 

Had any of your Lordſhip's well- inſtructed Lai- 
= ty liv'd in the Apoſtles Days, with what Indigna- 
tion muſt they have rejected this ſenſeleſs chimerical 
Claim of the Apoſtles? They muſt have ſaid, Why 
do you, Peter or John, pretend to this Blaſphemous 
Power? Whilſt we believe the Goſpel, wwe cannot expect 
the Grace of God from any Hands but his own. You 
give us the Holy Ghoſt! You cgnfer the Grace of 
God! Is it not impious to think, that he ſhould make 
our Imprevement in Grace depend upon your Mini— 
{try ; or hang our Salvation on any particular Order 
of Clergymen? We know, that God is Juſt, and 
Good, and True, and that all depends upon Him 
and ourſelves, and that human Benediftions are Trifles. 
Therefore whether you Peter, or you Philip, or both, 
or neither of you lay your Hands upon us, we are 
neither better nor worſe ; but juſt in the ſame State of 
Grace as we were before. 
This Repreſentation has not one Syllable in it, 
but what is founded in your Lordſhip's Doctrine, 
and perfectly agreeable to it. Fa | 
| A 3 The 
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The late moſt Pious and Learned Biſhop Beveridge 
has theſe remarkable Words upon Confirmation : 
How any Biſhops in our Age dare neglect ſo con- 
„ {iderable a Part of their Office, I know not; but 
fear they will have no good Account to give of it, 
© when they come to ſtand before God's Tribunal *.” 

But we may juſtly, and therefore I hope, with 
Decency, aſk your Lordſhip, how you dare perform 
this Part of your Office? For you have condemn u 
it as Trifling and Wicked; as Trifling, becauſe it is an 
human Benedidtion; as Wicked, becauſe it ſuppoſes 
Grace conferr*d by the Hands f the Biſhop. It there- 
fore any baptiz' d Perſons ſhould come to your Lord- 
ſhip for Confirmation, if you are ſincere in what you 
have deliver'd, your Lordſhip ought, I humbly 
conceive, to make them this Declaration : 


My Friends, for the ſake of Decency and Order, 


© have taken upon me the Epiſcopal Character; 
and, according to Cuſtom, which has long pre- 
cc 
Hands upon you: But, I beſeech you, as you 
have any Regard to the Truth of the Goſpel, or 
to the Honour of God, not to imagine there is 
any thing in this Action, more than an uſeleſs 
empty Ceremony: For if you expect to ha ve any 
Spiritual Advantage from human Benedidlions, or 
to receive Grace from the Impoſition of a Biſhop's 
Hands, you affront God, and in effect, renounce 
Chriſtianity. * 


Pray, my Lord, conſider that Paſſage in the 


cc 
cc 
cc 


Scripture where the Apoltle ſpeaks of Leaving tbe 
Principles of the Doctrine of Chriſt, and going on unto 


Perfection; not laying again the Foundation of Repen- 


. - tance from dead Works, of Faith towards God, of 2 


Doctrine of Baptiſms, and of Laying on of Hands, and 
of the Reftirrectien of the Dead, and -& eternal Jack. 
ment, (Heb. vi. 1, 2.) 

My 


* Firſt Volume of Sermons. 
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My Lord, here it is undeniably plain, that this 
Laying on of Hands (which is with us called Confir- 
mation) is ſo fundamental a Part of Chriſt's Religion, 
that it is called one of the firſt Principles of the Do- 
ctrine of Chriſt; and is placed amongſt ſuch primary 
Truths, as the Reſurrection of the Dead, and of E- 
ternal Judgment. JOE 

St. Cyprian ſpeaking of this Apoſtolical Impoſi- 
tion of Hands, ſays, The ſame is now practis“d with 
us ; they who have been baptiz'd in the Church, are 
brought to the Preſidents of the Church, that by our Pray- 
er and Impoſition of Hands, they may receive the Holy 
Ghoſt, and be conſummated with the Lord's Seal. 
And muſt we yet believe, that all human Benedi- 
ions are Dreams, and the Impoſition of human 


Hands trifling and uſeleſs; and that to expect God's 


Graces from them, is to affront him? Though the 


Scriptures expreſsly teach us, that God confers his 
Grace by means of certain particular human Hands, 
and not of others; tho? they tell us, this human Be- 
nediction, this Laying on of Hands, is one of the firſt 
Principles of the Religion of Chriſt, and as much a 
Foundation- Doctrine as the Reſurrection of the 
Dead, and Eternal Judgment; and tho* every Age 
ſince that of the Apoſtles, has ſtrictly obſerv'd it as 
ſuch, and the Authority of our own Church {till re- 
quires the Obſervance of it? 

I comenow, my Lord, to another ſacred and Di- 
vine Inſtitution of Chriſt's Church, which ſtands ex- 
poſed and condemn'd by your Lord ſhip's Doctrine; 
and that is, the Ordination of the Chriſtian Clergy; 
where, by means of an human Benediction, and the 
Impoſition of the Biſnop's Hands, the Holy Ghoſt 


1s ſuppoſed to be conferr*d on Perſons towards conſe- 


crating them for the Work of the Miniſtry. 

We find it conſtantly taught by the Scriptures, 
that all Eccleſiaſtical Authority, and the Graces 
whereby the Clergy are qualified and enabled to ex- 
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erciſe their Functions to the Benefit of the Church, 
are the Gifts and Graces of the Holy Spirit. Thus 
the Apoſtle exhorts the Elders to take heed unto the 
Flock, over which the Holy Ghoſt hath made them Over- 
fſeers, (Eph. iv. 7.) But how, my Lord, had the 
Holy Ghoſt made them Overſeers, but by the laying 
on of the Apoſtles Hands? They were not imme- 
diately call'd by the Holy Ghoſt; but being conſe- 
crated by ſuch human Hands as had been authoriz'd 
to that Purpoſe, they were as truly call'd by him, 
and ſanctified with Grace for that Employment, as if 
they had receiv'd an immediate or miraculous Com- 
miſſion. So again, St. Paul puts Timothy in mind 10 
ſtir up the Gift of God that was in him, by laying on of 
his Hands, (2 Tim. ii. 6.) 

And now, my Lord, if human Benedictions be ſuch 
idle Dreams and Trifles ; if it be affrontiing to God, to 
expect his Graces from them, or through human 
Hands; do we not plainly want new Scriptures? | 
Muſt we not give up the Apoſtles as furious High- 
Church Prelates, who aſpir'd to preſumptuous 
Claims, and talk*d of conferring the Graces of God 
by their own Hands? Was not this Doctrine as 
ſtrange and unaccountable then, as at preſent? Was 
it not as inconſiſtent with the Attributes and Sove- 
reignty of God at that Time, to have his Graces 
paſs through other Hands than his own, as in any 
ſucceeding Age? Nay, my Lord, where ſhall we 
find any Fathers or Councils, in the primitive Church, 
but who own*dand aſſerted theſe Powers? They that 
were ſo ready to part with their Lives, rather than 

do the leaſt Diſhonour to God, or the Chriſtian Name, 
yet were all guilty of his horrid Blaſphemy, in ima- 
gining that they were to bleſs in God's Name ; and 
that by the Benediction and laying on of the Biſhop's 


Hands, the Graces of the Holy Ghoſt could be con- 
ſerr'd on any Perſons. . 


Agreeable 


9] 


Agreeable to the Senſe of Scripture and Anti- 
quity, our Church uſes this Form of Ordination: 
The Biſhop laying his Hands on the Perſon's Head, ſaith, 
Receive the Holy Ghoſt, for the Office and Work of a 
Prieſt in the Church of God, committed unto thee, by the 
Impoſition of our Hands. From this Form, it is 
plain, Firſt, That our Church holds, that the Re- 
ception of the Holy Ghoſt is neceſſary to conſtitute 
a Perſon a Chriſtian Prieſt. Secondly, That the Holy 
Ghoſt is conferr'd through human Hands. Thirdly, 

That it is by the Hands of a Biſhop that the Holy 
Ghoſt is conferr'd, 

If, therefore, your Lordſhip is right in your Do- 
ctrine, the Church of England is evidently moſt cor- 
rupt: For if it be diſhonourable and affronting to 
God, to expect his Grace from any human Hands 
it muſt of Neceſſity be diſhonourable and affronting 
to him for a Biſhop to pretend to confer it by his 
Hands. And can that Church be any ways defend- 
ed, that has eſtabliſh'd ſuch an Iniquity by Law, and 
made the Form of it ſo neceſſary ? How can your 
Lordſhip anſwer it to your Laity, for taking the 
Character or Power of a Biſhop from ſuch a Form of 
Words? You tell them it is affronting to God, to 
expect his Grace from human Hands; yet, to qualify 
your ſelf for a Biſhoprick, you let human Hands be 
laid on you, after a Manner which directly ſuppoſes 
you thereby receive the Holy Ghoſt ! Is it wicked in 
them to expect it from human Hands? And is it leſs 
ſo in your Lordſhip, to pretend to receive it from 
human Hands? He that believes it is affronting to 
God, to expect his Grace from human Hands, muſt 
likewiſe believe, that our Form of Ordination, which 
promiſes the Holy Ghoſt by the Biſhops Hands, muſt 
be alſo affronting to God. Certainly he cannot be 
ſaid to be very jealous of the Honour of God, who 

will ſubmir himſelf to be made a Biſhop by a Form 


of Words derogatory, upon his own Principles, to 
God's Honour. Suppoſe 


[ 10 ] 
Suppoſe your Lordſhip was to have been conſe- 
crated to the Office of a Biſhop by theſe Words ; 


Take thou Power to ſuſtain all Things in Being given 
thee by my Hands. I ſuppoſe your Lordſhip would 


think it entirely unlawful to ſubmit to the Form of 


ſuch an Ordination. But, my Lord, Receive thou 


the Holy Ghoſt, &c. is as impious a Form, according, 


to your Lordſhip's Doctrine, and equally injurious 
to the eternal Power and Godhead, as the other. 
For if the Grace of God can only be had from his 
own Hands, would it not be as innocent in the Biſhop 
to ſay, Receive thou Power to ſuſtain all Things in Be- 
ing, as to ſay, Receive the Holy Ghoſt, by the Impoſition 
of my Hands? And would not a Compliance with 
either Form be equally unlawful? According to 
your Doctrine, in each of them God's Prerogative 
is equally invaded, and therefore the Guilt muſt be 
the ſame. | | 

It may alſo well be wonder*d, how your Lordſhip 
can accept of a Character, which 1s, or ought to be, 


chiefly diſtinguiſh'd by the Exerciſe of that Power 


which you diſclaim, as in the Offices of Confirmation 
and Ordination. For, my Lord, where can be the 
Sincerity of ſaying, Receive the Holy Ghoſt by the Im- 
Poſition of our Hands, when you declare it aft” onting 
to God, to expect it from any Hands but his own? 
Suppoſe your Lordſhip had been preaching to the 
Laity againſt owning any Authority in the Virgin 
Mary, and yet ſhould acquieſce in the Conditions of 
being made a Biſhop in her Name, and by recogni- 
Zing her Power; could ſuch a Submiſſion be con- 
ſiſtent with Sincerity ? Here you forbid the Laity to 
expect God's Grace from any Hands but his; yet 
not only accept of an Office, upon Suppoſition of 
the contrary Doctrine; but oblige your ſelf accord- 
ing to the Senſe of the Church wherein you are or- 
dain'd a Biſhop, to act frequently in direct Oppo- 

ſition to your own Principles. 
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So that, I think, it is undeniably plain, that you 
have at once, my Lord, by theſe Doctrines con- 
demn'd the Scriptures, the Apoſtles, their martyr'd 
Succeſſors, the Church of England, and your own 
Conduct; and have hereby given us fome Reaſon 
(tho? I wiſh there were no Occaſion to mention it) 
to ſuſpect, whether you, who allow of no other 
Church, but what is founded in Sincerity, are your 
ſelf really a Member of any Church. 

I ſhall now proceed to ſay ſomething upon the 
Conſecration of the Lord's Supper, which is as much 
expos'd as a Trifle, by your Lordſhip's Doctrine, as 
the other Inſtitutions. St. Paul ſays, The. Cup of 
Bleſſing which we bleſs, is it not the Communion of the 
Blood of Chriſt ? My Lord, is not this Cup ſtill to 
be bleſs*d ? Muſt there not therefore be ſuch a Thing 
as an human Benedifiion? And are human Bene- 
dictions to be all deſpis'd, tho? by them the Bread 

and Wine become Means of Grace, and are made 
the ſpiritual Nouriſhment of our Souls? Can any one 
bleſs this Cup? If not, then there is a Difference 
between human Benedictions: Some are authorized 
by God, and their Bleſſing is effectual; whilſt others 
only are vain and preſumptuous. If the Prayer over 
the Elements, and the Conſecration, be only a Tri- 
fle and a Dream, and it be offenſive to God to expect 
they are converted into Means of Grace by an hu- 
man Benediction; why then did St. Paul pretend to 
bleſs them? Why did he make it the Privilege of the 
Church? Or, why do we keep up the ſame Solem- 
nity? But if it be to be bleſs'd only by God's Mi- 
niſters, then how can your Lordſhip anſwer it to 
God, for ridiculing and abuſing human Benedictions, 
and telling the World that a particular Order of the 
Clergy are not of any Neceflity, nor can be of any 
Advantage to them? For if the Sacrament can only 

be bleſs'd by God's Miniſters, then ſuch Miniſters 
are as neceſſary as the Sacraments themſelves. - . 
C. 
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St. Paul ſays, the Cup muſt be bleſs'd: If You 
ſay, any one may bleſs it, then, tho' you contemn 
the Benedictions of the Clergy, you allow of them 
by every body elſe: If every Body cannot bleſs it, 
then you mult confeſs, that the Benedictions of ſome 
Perſons are effectual, where others are not. 

My Lord, the great Sin againſt the Holy Ghoſt 
was the Denial of his Operation in the Miniſtry of 
our Saviour. And how near does your Lordſhip 
come to it, in denying the Operation of that ſame 
Spirit, in the Miniſters whom Chriſt hath ſent ? 
They are employed in the ſame Work that he was. 
He left his Authority with them, and promis'd that 
the Holy Spirit ſhould remain with them to the End 
of the World; that whatſoever they ſhould bind on 
Earth, ſhould be bound in Heaven ; and whatſoever 
they ſhould looſe on Earth, ſhould be looſed in Hea- 
ven; that whoſoever deſpiſes them, deſpiſes him, 
and him that ſent him. And yet your Lordſhip tells 
us, we need not to trouble our Heads about any par- 
ticular Sort of Clergy ; that all is to be tranſacted 
betwixt God and our ſelves; that human Benedi- 
ctions are inſignificant T rifles, 

But pray what Proof has your Lordſhip for all 
this? Have you any Scripture for it? Has God any 
where declar'd that no Men on Earth have any Au- 
thority to bleſs in his Name? Has he any where ſaid, 
that it is a wicked, preſumptuous Thing, for any 
one to pretend to it? Has he any where told us, that 
it is inconſiſtent with his Honour to beſtow his Gra- 
ces by human Hands? Has he any where told us that 
he has no Miniſters, no Ambaſſadors on Earth ; but 
that all his Gifts and Graces are to be receiv'd imme- 
diately from his own Hands? Have you any Anti- 
quity, Fathers, or Councils, on your Side? No; 
the whole Tenor of Scripture, the whole Current of 
Tradition is againſt you: Your novel Doctrine has 
only this to recommend it to the Libertines gf the 
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Age, who univerſally give into it, that it never was „, 
the Opinion of any Church, or Churchman, It is ** 
your Lordſhip's proper Aſſertion, That we offend 
God in expecting his Graces from any Hands but his own, 

Now it's ſtrange, that God ſhould be offended 
with his own Methods, or that your Lordſhip ſhould 
find us out a Way of pleaſing him, more ſuitable to 
his Nature and Attributes, than what he has taught 

us in the Scriptures. I call them his own Methods 
for what elſe is the whole Jeiſb Diſpenſation, but a 
Method of God's Providence, where his Bleſſings 
and Judgments were diſpens'd by human Hands? 
What 1s the Chriſtian Religion but a Method of Sal- 

vation, where the chief Means of Grace are offer'd 

and diſpens'd by human Hands? Let me here recom- 
mend to your Lordſhip, the excellent Words of a 
very learned and judicious Prelate on this Occaſion. 

“ This will have no Weight with any reaſonable 
Man, againſt the Cenſures of the Church, or any 
other Ordinance of the Goſpel, that they make 
e the Intervention of other Men neceſſary to our 
* Salvation ; ſince it has always been God's ordinary 

Method, to diſpenſe his Bleſſings and Judgments 

by the Hands of Men.” “ 

Your Lordſhip exclaims againſt your Adverſaries 
as ſuch romantick ſtrange ſort of Men, for talking 
of Benedictions and Abſolfitions, and of the Ne- 
ceſſity of receiving God's Ordinances from proper 
Hands: Yet, my Lord, here is an excellent Biſhop, 
againſt whoſe Learning, Judgment, and Proteſtanti/m 
there can be no Objection 3 who ſays, if a Perſon 
have but the Le of his Reaſon, he will have nothing 
to object to any Ordinances of the Goſpel, which 
make the Intervention of other Men neceſſary to- 

wards the Conveyance of them, ſince that has al- 

ways been God's ordinary Method. The Biſhop 
does not ſay, it is neceſſary a Man ſhould be a great 

1 . Divine 
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Divine to acknowledge it; ſo he be but a reaſonable 


Man, he will allow it. Yet your Lordſhip is fo far 
from being this reaſonable Man, that you think your 
Adverſaries void both of Reaſon and common Senſe, 
for teaching it. You exprefly exclude all Perſons 
from having any Thing to do with our Salvation, 

and ſay, it wholly depends upon God and our ſelves. 
Fou tell us, that authoritaitve Benediftion is another 
of the Terms of Art uſed by your Proteſtant Adverſaries ; 
in which they claim a Right, in one regular Succeſſion, 
of bleſſing the People“. An ingenious Author, my 
Lord, (in the Opinion of many, if not of moſt of 


your Friends) calls the Conſecralion of the Elements 


Conjuration : Your Lordſhip calls the Sacerdotal 
Benediction a Term of Art; too plain an Intimation, 
tho? in more remote and ſomewhat ſofter Terms, that 
in the Senſe of a certain Father of the Church, her 
Clergy are little better than ſo many Jugglers. 

Your Lordſhip ſays, F they only meant hereby to 
declare upon what Terms God will give his Bleſſings to 
Chriſtians, or to expreſs their own hearty Miſbes for 
them, this might be underſtood. So it might, my 
Lord, very eaſily; and I ſuppoſe every Body under- 
ſtands that they may do this, whether they be Clergy 
or Laity, Men or Women: For I preſume any one 
may declare what he takes to be the Terms of the 
Goſpel, and wiſh thagpthers may faithfully obſerve 
them. But I humbly preſume, my Lord, that the 
good Biſhop abovemention'd meant ſomething more 
than this, when he ſpake of Ordinances which make 
the Intervention of other Men neceſſary to our Salva- 
tion, and of God's diſpenſing his Bleſſings in virtue of 
them through their Hands. | 
There is a ſuperſtitious Cuſtom (in your Lord- 
ſhip's Account it mult be ſo) yet remaining in moſt 
Places, of ſending for a Clergyman to miniſter to 
fick Perſons in imminent Danger of Death: Even 


thoſe 
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thoſe who have abus'd the Clergy all their Lives long 


There is no Reaſon, my Lord, to diſlike this Pra- 
Hice, but as it ſuppoſes a Difference between the Sa- 
cerdotal Prayers and Benedictions, and thoſe of a 


Nurſe. 
We read, my Lord, that God would not heal 


ſaid God, he fhall pray for thee, and thou ſhall live, 
(Gen. xx. 7.) 5 

Pray, my Lord, was not God juſt, and good, 
and true, in the Days of Abraham, as he is now ? 


ſelf. He was to be pardon'd by the Prayer of Abra- 
ham, and his Prayer was effectual; and ſo repre- 
ſented, becauſe it was the Prayer of a Propher. 

Suppoſe, my Lord, that Abimelech had ſaid with 
your Lordſhip, That it is afßfronting to God, that we 


that all is to be tranſafted between God and our ſelves ; 
and ſo had rejected the Prayer of Abraham, as a mere 
Eſſay of Prophet-Craft ; he had then acted with as 
much Prudence and Piety as your Lordſhip's Lait 
would do, if you could perſuade them to defolle 
Benedictions and Abſolutions, @ regard no particular 
fort of Clergy; but entirely depend upon God and 
themſelves, without any other Aſſiſtance whatever. 


Wiſdom, for Moſes had laid his Hands upon him, (Dear. 
xxxiv. 9.) Was it not as abſurd, my Lord, in the 
Days of Jaſbua, for human Hands to bleſs, as it is 
now? Did there not then lie the ſame Objection a- 
gainſt Moſes, that there does now againſt the Chri- 
ſtian Clergy ? Had Moſes any more natural Power 


than the Clergy have to. confer. Grace by theirs? 
\ They 


1 
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ſhould expect his Graces from any Hands but his own; 


We read alſo, hat Joſhua was full of the Spirit of 


to give the Spirit of Wiſdom, Sc. by his Hands, 


are glad to beg their Aſſiſtance when they apprehend | 
themſelves upon the Confines of another World. 


Abimelech, tho he knew the Integrity of his Heart, , 
till Abraham had prayed for him: He is a Prophet, 
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Yet you ſee, Abimelech*s Integrity was not available it TAL 
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1 
They are both equally weak and inſufficient for theſe 
Purpoſes, of themſelves, and equally powerful when 
it pleaſes God to make them ſo. 4 

Again, when Eliphaz and his Friends had diſ- 
pleaſed God, they were not to be reconciled to God 
by their own Repentance, or tranſact that Matter 
only between God and themſelves; but they were 

. referr*d to apply to Fob. My Servant Job ſhall pray 

or you, for bim will T accept, (Job xlii. 8.) Might 

not Eliphaz here have ſaid, ſhall I ſo far affront Gd, 
as to think I can't be bleſs'd without the Prayers of 
Job? Shall I be ſo weak or ſenſeleſs, as to imagine, 
my own Supplications and Repentance will not ſave |" 
me; or that I need apply to any one but God alone, 
to qualify me for the Reception of his Grace? 
Again, The Lord ſpake unto Moſes, ſaying, ſpeak 
unto Aaron and his ſons, ſaying, on this wiſe ſhall ye 
; Bleſs the children of Iſrael, ſaying unto them, The Lord 
bdleſs and keep thee, Cc. and I will bleſs them, 
Numb. vi. 22.) 
Again, The Prieſts of the ſons of Levi ſhall come 
near; for them hath the Lord thy God choſen to miniſter | 
unto him, and to bleſs in the name of the Lord, (Deut. 

XX1. 5.) 

Now, my Lord, this is what we mean by the au- 
thoritative Adminiſtrations of the Chriſtian Clergy ; 
whether they be by way of Benediction, or of any 
other kind. We take them to be Perſons whom 

God has choſen to miniſter unto him, and to bleſs in 

his Name. We imagine that our Saviour was a 

greater Prieſt and Mediator than Aaron, or any of 

God's former Miniſters. We are aſſur'd that Chriſt 

ſent his Apoſtles, as his Father had ſent him, and 

that e 4 they were his true Succeſſors: And 
ſince they did commiſſion others to ſucceed them in 
their Office, by the Impoſition of Hands, as Moſes 
commiſſion'd Foſhua to ſucceed him; the Clergy 
who have ſucceeded the Apoſtles have as 8 . 
| Ca 


— * 
* 


E 
Call and Commiſſion to their Work, as thoſe who 
were call'd by our Saviour; and are as truly his Suc- 
ceſſors, as the Apoſtles themſelves were. 2 
From the Places of Scripture above-mention'd it 
is evident, and indeed from the whole Tenor of Sa- 
cred Writ, that it may conſiſt with the Goodneſs 
and Juſtice of God to depute Men to act in his 
Name, and be miniſterial towards the Salvation of 


qualifying themſelves for his Favour, and receiving 
his Graces by the Hands and Intervention of mere 

en. x x 2 

But, my Lord, if there be now any Set of Men 
upon Earth that are more peculiarly God's Miniſters 
than others, and through whoſe Adminiſtrations, 
Prayers, and Benedictions, God will accept of re- 
turning Sinners, and receive them to Grace; you 
have done all you can to prejudice People againſt 
them: You have taught the Laity that all is to be 
tranſacted between God and themſelves, and that 
they need not value any particular ſort of Clergy in 
the World. 2 185 EY a, 

I leave it-to the Great Judge and Searcher of 
Hearts, to judge from what Principles, or upon 
what Motives your Lordſhip has been induc'd to 
teach theſe Things; but muſt declare, that, for m 
own Part, if I had the greateſt Hatred to Chriſti- 
anity, I ſhould think it could not be more expreſs'd 


* 
FF 


others; and to lay a Neceſſity upon his Creatures of 


K. 


than by teaching what your Lordſhip has publicly 


taught. If I could rejoice in the Miſery and Ruin 
of Sinners, I ſhould think it ſufficient Matter of 
Triumph to drive them from the Miniſters of- God, 
and to put them upon inventing new Schemes of ſa- 
ving themſelves, inſtead_of ſubmitting to the ordi- 
nary Methods of Salvation appointed by God. 

It will not follow from any Thing I have ſaid, 


that the Laity- have loſt their Chriſtian Liberty, or 


that no Body can be fay'd but whom the Clergy 
| B. pleaſe 
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pleaſe to ſave; that they have the arbitrary Diſpofal 
of Happineſs to Mankind. Was Abimelech's Hap- 
pineſs in the Diſpoſition of Abraham, becauſe he was 
to be receiv'd by Means of Abraham's Interceſſion ? 
Or could Job damn Eliphaz, becauſe he was to me- 
diate for him, and procure his Reconciliation to 
God ? | 

Neither, my Lord, do the Chriſtian Clergy pretend 


to this deſpotick Empire over their Flocks: They 


don't aſſume to themſelves a Power to damn the In- 
nocent, or to ſave the Guilty; but they aſſert a ſober 
and juſt Right to reconcile Men to God, and to act 
in his Name, in reſtoring them to his Favour. They 
receiv*d their Commiſſion from thoſe whom Chrift 


ſent with full Authority to ſend others, and with a 


Promiſe that he would be with them to the End of 
the World. From this they conclude, that they 
have his Authority, and that in conſequence of it 
their Adminiſtrations are neceſſary, and effectual to 


the Salvation of Mankind ; and that none can de- 


ſpiſe them, but who deſpiſe him that ſent them; 
and are as ſurely out of the Covenant of Grace, 
when they leave ſuch his Paſtors, as when they openly 
deſpiſe, or omit to receive his Sacraments, | 
And what is there in this Doctrine, my Lord, to 
terrify the Conſciences of the Laity? What is there 
here to bring the profane Scandal of Prieftcraft upon 
the Clergy ? Could it be any Ground of Abimelech's 
hating Abraham, becauſe that Abraham was to recon- 


cile him to God? Could Eliphaz juſtly have any 


Prejudice againſt Job, becauſe God would hear Job's 
Interceſſion for him? Why then, my Lord, muſt 
the Chriſtian Prieſthood be ſo horrid and hateful an 
Inſtitution, becauſe the Deſign of it is to reſtore 
Men to the Grace and Favour of God? Why muſt 


we be abus'd and inſulted for being ſent upon the 


Errand of Salvation, and made Minifters of eternal 


Happineſs to our Brethren ? There is a Woe due to 
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us if we preach not the Goſ el, or neglect thoſe mi- 
niſterial Offices that Chriſt has entrulled to us. We 


are to watch for their Souls, as thoſe who are to give ＋ + 1 


= an Account. Why then muſt we be treated-as arro- 
gant Prieſts, or 2 affected, for pretending to 
7 have any Thing to do in the Diſcharge of our Mi- 
niſtry, with the Salvation of Men? Why muſt we 
be reproach'd with blaſphemous Claims, and abſurd 
8 ſenſeleſs Powers, for aſſuming to bleſs in God's Name, 
or thinking our Adminiſtrations more effectual than 
the Office of a common Layman? + 
But farther, To what Purpoſe does your Lordſhip 
except againſt theſe Powers in the Clergy, from theit 
common Frailties and Infirmities with the reſt of Man- 
kind? Were not Abraham, and Job, and the Fewi/h 
3 Prieſts, Men of like Paſſions with us? Did not our 
Sxviour command the Fews to apply to their Prieſts, 
| 7} notwithſtanding their perſonal Faults, becauſe they 
/ F fat in Maſes's Chair? Did not the Apoſtles aſſure 
their Followers that they were Men of like Paſſions 
[77 with them? But did they therefore diſclaim their 
Mliſſion, or Apoſtolical Authority? Did they teach, 
that their natural Infirmities > 5434 them leſs the Mi- 


2 niſters of God, or leſs neceſſary to the Salvation of 
Men? Their perſonal Defects did not make them 
depart from the Claim of thoſe Powers they were in- 


[RF veſted with, or deſert their Miniſtry, but, indeed, . ** 
= gave St. Paui Occafion to ſay, We have this T; reafure 7 A 8 


in earthen Veſſels, (i. e. this Authority committed to 
mere Men) that the excellency of it may be of God, and 
ot f Men. The Apoſtle happens to differ very 
much from your Lordſhip : He ſays, ſuch weak In- 
ſtruments were made uſe of that the Glory might re- 
dound to God. Your Lordſhip ſays, to ſuppoſe ſuch 
IRE Infiruments to be of any Benefit to us, is to leſſen 
the Sovereignty of God, and, in Conſequence, his 
. | 
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1 
Your Lordſhip imagines you have ſufficiently de- 
ſtroy*d the ſacerdotal Powers, by ſhewing, that the 
Clergy are only Men, and ſubject to the common | 
Frailties of Mankind, My Lord, we own the 
Charge, and don't claim any ſacerdotal Powers from 
our perſonal Abilities, or to acquire any Glory to 
our ſelves. But, weak as we are, we are God's 
Miniſters, and if we are either afraid or aſham'd of | 
our Duty, we muſt periſh in the Guilt, But is | 
Prophet therefore proud, becauſe he inſiſts upon the | 
„Authority of his Miſſion? Can't a Mortal be God's | 
Mleſſenger, and employ'd in his Affairs, but he muſt. 
be inſolent and aſſuming, for having the Reſolution |? 
to own it? If we are to be reprov'd for pretending | 
to be God's Miniſters, becauſe we are but Men, the | 
Reproach will fall upon Providence; fince it has 
. Fg God chiefly to tranſact his Affairs with Man- 
ind by the Miniſtry of their Brethren, | 
Your Lordſhip has not one Word from Scripture | 
againſt theſe ſacerdotal Powers; m6 Proof that 
Chriſt has not ſent Men to be effeftua] Adminiſtra- 
tors of his Graces: You only aſſert, that there can 
be no ſuch Miniſters, becauſe they are mere Men. 
Now, my Lord, I muſt beg Leave to ſay, that 
if the natural Weakneſs of Men makes them inca- 
pable of being the Inſtruments of conveying Grace 
to their Brethren ; if the Clergy can't be of any | 
Uſe or Neceflity to their Flocks, for this Reaſon ; 
then it undeniably follows, that there can be no - 
Jilive Inſtitutions in the Chriſtian Religion, that can 
* J procure any ſpiritual Advantages to the Members of 
It; then the Sacraments can be no longer any Means 
of Grace. For, I hope, no one thinks that Bread 
and Wine have any natural Force or Efficacy to con- 
vey Grace to the Soul. The Water in Baptiſm has | 
the common Qualities of Water, and is deſtitute of 
any intrinfick Power to cleanſe the Soul, or purify 
irom Sig. But your Lordſhip will not ſay, becauſe 
OM * it 
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it has only the common Nature of Water, that there- 
fore it cannot be a Means of Grace. Why then may 


not the Clergy, though they have the common Na- 
ture of Men, be conſtituted by God, to convey his 


Graces, and to be miniſterial to the Salvation of 


their Brethren? Can God conſecrate inanimate 
Things to ſpiritual Purpoſes, and make them the 
Means of eternal Happineſs? And is Man the only 
Creature that he can't make ſubſervient to his De- 
ſigns? The only Being, who is too weak for an Om- 


2 nipotent God to render effect ual towards attaining 


the Ends of his Grace? 


Is it juſt and reaſonable, to reject and deſpiſe the 


Miniſtry and Benedictions of Men, becauſe they are 
Men like ourſelves? And is it not as reaſonable, to 
deſpiſe the Sprinkling of Water, a Creature below 
us, a ſenſeleſs and inanimate Creature? 

Your Lordſhip therefore, muſt either find us ſome 
other Reaſon for rejecting the Neceſſity of human 
Adminiſtrations, than becauſe they are human; or 
elſe give up the Sacraments, and ul poſitive Inſt itu- 
tions along with them, 

Surely, your Lordſhip muſt have a mighty O- 


pinion of Naaman the Syrian, who, when the Pro- 
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phet bid him go waſh in Jordan ſeven times, to the: 


end he might be clean from his Leproſy, very wiſely ** 


remonſt rated, Are not Abana and Pharpar, Rivers of 
Damaſcus, better than all the Waters of Iſrael ? 
This, my Lord, diſcover'd Naaman's great Li- 
berty of Mind; and *tis much, this has not been 
produc'd before, as an Argument of his being a Free- 


Thinker, He took the Water of Jordan to be only } , 


Vater; as your Lordſhip juſtly obſerves a Clergy- * 
man to be only a Man: And if you had been with |, © 


him, you could have inform'd him, that the waſh- 
ing ſeven Times was a mere Nicety and Trifle of the 
Prophet; and that ſince it is God alone wha can 
work miraculous Cures, we ought not to think, that 
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22 
they depend upon any external Means, or any ſtated 
Number of repeating | them. 
This, my Lord, is the true Scope and Spirit of 
your Argument: If the Syrian was right in deſpiſing 
the Water of Jordan, becauſe it was only Water; 
your Lordſhip may be right in deſpiſing any particu- 
lar Order of Clergy, becauſe they are but Men. 
Your Lordſhip is certainly as right, or as wrong, as 
he was. 

And now, my Lord, let the common Senſe of 
Mankind here judge, whether, if the Clergy are to 
be eſteemed as having no Authority, becauſe they 
are but Men; it does not plainly follow, that every 
thing elſe, every Inſtitution that has not ſome natu- | 
ral Force and Power to produce the Effects deſigned 
by it, is not alſo to be rejected as equally trifling and 
ineffectual]. 

The Sum of the Matter is this: It appears from 

many expreſs Facts, and indeed, from the whole Se- 
ries of God's Providence, that it is not only conſiſt- 

ent with his Attribtſfes, but alſo agreeable to his or- 

dinary Methods of dealing with Mankind, that he 

ſhould ſubſtitute Men to act in his Name, and be a- 
thorttatively employ'd in conferring his Graces and 

Favours upon Mankind It appears, that your 

Lordſhip's Argument againſt the authoritative Ad- 

miniſtrations of the Chrittian Clergy, does not only 

contradict thoſe Facts, and condemn the ordinary 

Method of God's Diſpenſations; but likewiſe proves 

the Sacraments, and every poſitive Inſtitution of 
Chriſtianity, to be ineffectual, and as mere Dreams 

and Trifles, as the ſeveral Offices and Orders of the 

Clergy. 

This, I hope, will be eſteemed a ſufficient Confu- 
tation of your Lordſhip's Doctrine, by all who have 
any true Regard or Zeal for the Chriſtian Religion ; 
and only expect to be ſaved by the Methods of Di- 
vine Grace PO? in the Saurer 

„ I ſhall 
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I ſhall now in a word or two ſet forth the Sacred- 
neſs of the Eccleſiaſtical Character, as it is founded 
in the New Teſtament ; with a particular regard to 
the Power of conferring Grace, and the Efficacy of 
human Benedictions. © Res 

It appears therein that all ſacerdotal Power is de- 
rived from the Holy Ghoſt. Our Saviour himſelf 
took not that Miniſtry upon him, till he had this Con- 


ſecration: And during the time of his Miniſtry, he 


was under the Guidance and Direction of the Holy 


Ghoſt, Thro' the Holy Spirit he gave Command--- | 
ment to the Apoſtles whom he had choſen. When 
he ordained them to the Work of the Miniſtry, it / - 


was with theſe Words, Receive the Holy Ghoſt. Thoſe © 
whom the Apoſtles ordained to the ſame Function, 
it was by the ſame Authority: They laid their 
Hands upon the Elders, exhorting them to take care 
of the Flock of Chriſt, over which the Holy Ghoſt 
had made them Overſeers. 

Hereby they plainly declar'd, that however this 
Office was to deſcend from Manto Man through Hu- 


man Hands, that it was the Holy Ghoſt which conſe- 


crated them to that Employment, and gave them 
Authority to execute it. t 
From this it is alſo manifeſt, that the Prieſthood 
is a Grace of the Holy Ghoſt: That it is not a Fun- 
ction founded on the Natural or Civil Rights of 


Mankind, but is derived from the ſpecial Authori- 
ty of the Holy Ghoſt ; and is as truly a poſitive Inſti- Fat — 


tution as the Sacraments. So that they who have 
no Authority to alter the Old Sacraments, and ſub- 
ſtitute New ones, have no Power to alter the Old 
Order of the Clergy, or introduce any other Order 
of them. Ie 

For why can we not change the Sacraments ? Is it 
not, - becauſe they are only Sacraments, and operate 
as they are inſtituted by the Holy Ghoſt? Becauſe 
they are uſeleſs ineffectual Rites without this Autho- 
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241 
rity? And does not the ſame Reaſon hold as well for 
the Order of the Clergy? Does not the ſame Scrip- 
ture tell us, they are equally inſtituted by the Holy 
Ghoſt, and oblige only by vertue of his Authority? 
How abſurd is it therefore, to pretend to aboliſh, 

or depart from the ſettled Order of the Clergy, to 
make new Orders, or think any God's Miniſters, 
unleſs we had his Authority, and could make new 
Sacraments, or a new Religion? 

My Lord, how comes it, That we cannot alter 
the Scriptures? Is it not, becauſe they are Divinely 
inſpir'd, and dictated by the Holy Ghoſt? And 
ſince it is expreſs Scripture, That the Prieſthood is 
inſtituted and authorized by the ſame Holy Spirit, 
Why is not the Holy Ghoſt as much to be regarded 
in one Inſtitution, as in another ? Why may we not 
as well make a Goſpel, and ſay, ir was writ by the 
Holy Ghoſt, as make a new Order of Clergy, and 
call ham his? Or eſteem them as having any rela- 
tion to him? 

From this it likèwiſe appears, That there 1s an 
abſolute Neceſſity of a ſtrict Succeſſion of authori- 
zed Ordainers from the Apoſtolical Times, in order 
to conſtitute a Chriſtian Prieſt. For ſince a Commit- 
ſion from the Holy Ghoſt is neceſſary for the exer- 


from thoſe who have deriv*d their Authority in a 
true Succeſſion, from the Apoſtles. We could not, 
my Lord, call our preſent Bibles he Word of God, 
unleſs we knew the Copies from which they are taken 
were taken from other true ones, till we come to the 
Originals themſelves. No more could we call an 
true Miniſters, or authorized by the Holy Ghoſt, 
who have not receiv'd their Commiſſion by an unin- 
terrupted Succeſſion of lawful Ordainers. 

What an excellent Divine would he be, who 


* ſhould tell the World, it was not neceſſary that the 


ſeveral Copies and Maguſcripts through which the 
| * Scriptures 


Ciſe of this Office; no one now can receive it, but 
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5 Scriptures have been tranſmitted thro' different Ages 


and Languages, ſhould be all true ones, and none 
of them forg'd? That this was a thing ſubjef3 to ſo 


1 great Uncertainty, that God could not hang our Salva- 


tion on ſuch Niceties? Suppoſe, for Proof of this, 


7 he ſhould appeal to the Scriptures; and aſk, where 


any mention-is made of aſcertaining the Truth of all 
the Copies? Would not this be a Way of Arguing 
very Theological? The Application is very eaſy. 

Your Lordſhip has not one Word to prove-the 
uninterrupted Succeſſion of the Clergy a Trifle or 
Dream; but that it is ſubject to ſo great Uncertainty, 
and is never mentioned in the Scriptures. As to the 
Uncertainty of it, it is equally as uncertain, as whe- 
ther the Scriptures be Genuine. There is juſt the 
ſame ſufficient Hiſtorical Evidence for the Certainty 
of one, as the other. As to its not being mention- 
ed in the Scripture, the Doctrine upon which it is 
founded, plainly made it unneceſſary to mention it. 
Is it needful for the Scriptures to tell us, that if we 
take our Bible from any falſe Copy, that it is not the 
Word of God? Why then need they tell us, that if 
we are ordained by uſurping falſe Pretenders to Or- 
dination, not deriving their Authority to that end 
from the Apoſtles, that we are no Prieſts? Does not 
the thing itſelf ſpeak as plain in one Caſe as in the o- 
ther? The Scriptures are only of uſe to us, as they 
are the Word of God: We cannot have this Word 
of God, which was written ſo many Years ago, un- 
leſs we receive it from authentick Copies and Manu- 
„„ | | 

The Clergy have their Commiſion from the Ho- 
ly Ghoſt: The Power of conferring this Commilſ- 
ſon of the Holy Ghoſt, was left with the Apoſtles : 
Therefore the preſent Clergy cannot have the ſame 
Commiſſion, or Call, but from an Order of Men, 
who have ſucceſſively convey*'d this Power from the 
Apoſtles to the preſent/time. So that, my Lord, 
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I ſhall beg leave to lay it down, as a plain, undeni- 


able, Chriſt ian Truth, that the Order of the Cler 
is an Order of as neceſſary OBTIZation a8 The San. 
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ments; and as unalterable as the Holy Scriptures ; 
the ſame Holy Ghoſt being as truly the Author and 
Founder of the Prieſthood, as he Inſtitutor of the 
Sacraments, or the Inſpirer of thoſe Divine Oracles. 
And when your Lordſhip ſhall offer any freſh Argu- 
ments to prove that no particular ſort of Clergy is 
neceſſary; that the Benedictions and Adminiſtrations 
of the preſent Clergy of our moſt excellent Church, 
are trifling Niceties; it I cannot ſhew, that the ſame 
Arguments will conclude againſt "the Authority of 
the Sacraments and the Scriptures, I faithfully pro- 
miſe your Lordfhip to become a Convert to your 
Doctrine. 
What your Lordſhip charges upon your Adver- 
faries, as an abſurd Doctrine, in pretending the Ne- 
ceſſity of one regular, ſucceſſive, and particular Or- 
der of the Clergy, is a true Chriſtian Doctrine; and 
as certain from Scripture, as that we are to keep ta 
the Inſtitution of particular Sacraments ;z or not to 
alter thoſe particular Scriptures, which now com- 
poſe the Canon of the old and new Teſtament. 
By authoritative Benediction, we do not mean any 
natural or intrinſick Authority of our own: But a 
Commiſſion from God, to be effectual Adminiſtra- 
tors of his Ordinances, and to bleſs in his Name. 
Thus, a Perſon who is ſent from God, to foretel 
things, of which he had before no Knowledge ar 
Notion 3 or to denounce Judgments, 'which he has 
no natural Power to execute; may be truly ſaid to 
be an authoritative Prophet; becauſe he has the Au- 
' thority of God for what he does. Thus, when 
the Biſhop is ſaid to confer Grace in Confirmation; 
this is properly an authoritative Benediftion ; becauſe 
he is then as truly doing what God has Cy 
im 
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him to do, as when a Prophet declares upon Mt 
* Errand he is ſent. | 
„ *”Tis in this Senſe, my Lord, that the People are 
3 Þ* faid to be autboritatively bleſs'd by the regular Cler- 
1 F* gy; becauſe they are God's Clergy, and act by his 
* Commiſſion ; becauſe by their Hands the People re- 
* ceive the Graces and Benefits of God's Ordinances; ' :. 
which they have no more Reaſon to expect from o- 
ther Miniſters of their own Election, or if the Word 
may be uſed in an abuſive Senſe, of their own Con- 
2 ſecration, than to receive Grace from Sacraments of 
their own Appointments The Scriptures teach us, 
That the Holy Ghoſt has inſtituted an Order of 
Clergy : We ſay, a Prieſthood, ſo authorized, can 
no more be changed by us, than we can change the 
| Scriptures, or make new Sacraments ; becauſe they 
are all founded on the ſame Authority, without any 
Power of a Diſpenſation delegated to us in one Caſe 
more than another. If therefore we have a Mind to 
continue in the Covenant of Chriſt, and receive the 
Grace and Benefit of his Ordinances, we mult receive 
them through ſuch Hands as he has authorxed for 
that purpoſe, to the end we may be qualified to par- 
take the Bleſſings of them. For as a true Prieſt can- 
not benefit us by adminiſtring a faJe Sacrament ; ſo 
a 7ri#Sicramient is nothing, when it is adminiſter'd 
by a falle aun Miifer. Belides this Bene- 
diction which attend the Ordinances of God, when 
they are thus perform'd by authoriz'd Hands, there 
is a Benediction of Prayer, which we may juſtly think 
very effectual, when pronounced or diſpenſed by the 
ſame Hands. 
Thus when the Bifhop or Prieſt intercedes for 
the Congregation, or pronounces the A poftolical 
Benediction upon them, we do not conſider this V, 
barely as an Act of Charity and Humanity, of one | » 
Chriftian praying for another; but as the Work of a 
Perſon who is commigioned by God to Bleſs in his 
r . 
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N and be effectually miniſterial in the Convey- 
ance of his Graces; or as the Prayer of one who is 
left with us in Chriſt's ſtead, to carry on his great 
Deſign of ſaving us; and whoſe Benedictions are 
ever ratified in Heaven, but when we render our 
ſelves in one Reſpect or other incapable of them. 

Now, my Lord, they are theſe ſacerdotal Prayers, 
theſe authoriz'd Sacraments, theſe commiſſion'd Pa- 
ſtors, whom the Holy Ghoſt has made Overſeers of 
the Flock of Chriſt, that your Lordſhip encourages 
the Laity to deſpiſe. You bid them contemn the vain 
Words of Validity or Invalidity of God's Ordinances ; to 
beed no particular ſort of Clergy, or the pretended . Ne- 
ceſſity of their Adminiſtrations. 

Your Lordſhip ſets up in this Controverſy for an 
Advocate for the Laity, againſt the arrogant Pre- 
tences, and falſe Claims of the Clergy. My Lord, 
we are no more contending for our ſelves in this Do- 
_ Etrine, than when we inſiſt upon any Article in the 
Creed. Neither 1s it any more our particular Cauſe, 
when we aſſert our Miſſion, than when we aſſert the 
Neceſſity of the Sacraments. 


Who is to receive the Benefit of that Commiſſion 


which we aſſert, but they? Who is to ſuffer, if we 
pretend a falſe one, but our ſelves? Sad Injury, in- 
deed, offer*d to the Laity ! that we ſhould affect to 
be thought Miniſters of God far their Sakes! If we 
really are ſo, they are to receive the Benefit; if not, 
we are to bear the Puniſhment. 

But your Lordſhip comes too late in this glorious 
Undertaking, -to receive the Reputation of it ; the 
Work. has been already, in the Opinion of moſt 
People, better done to your Lordſhip's Hands. 
The famous Author of The Rights of the Chriſtian 
Church, has carried this Chriſtian Liberty to as great 
Heights as your Lordſhip. And tho? you have not 
one Notion, I can recollect, that has given Offence 
to the World, but what eng taken trom that per- 
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nicious Book; yet your Lordſhip i is not ſo juſt as 
ever once to cite or mention the Author; who, if 
your Lordſhip's Doctrine be true, deſerves to have 
a Statue erected to his Honour, and receive every 


Mark of Eſteem which is due to the greateſt Re- 


former of Religion. | 
Did not mine own Eyes aſſure me that he has caſt 
no Contempt upon the Church, no Reproach upon 
the Evangelical Inftitutions, or the Sacred F unction, 
but what has been ſeconded by your Lordſhip, I 
would never have plac'd your Lordſhip in the ſame 
View with ſo ſcandalous a Declaimer againſt the Or- 
dinances of Chriſt. Whether I am right, or not, in 


this Charge, I freely leave to the Judgment of thoſe 


to determine, who are acquainted with both your 
Works. Yet this Author, my Lord, has been 
treated by the greateſt and beſt Part of the Nation, 
as a Free-thinking Infidel. But for what, my Lord ? 
Not that he has declar'd againſt the Scriptures ; not 
that he has rejected Revelation; (we are not, bleſſed 
be God, ſtill ſo far corrupted with che Principles of 
Infidelit y) but becauſe he has reproach'd every par- 
ticular Church, as ſuch, and denied all Obligation to 
Communion; becauſe he has expos*d Benedictions, 


Abſolutions, and Ex communications; denied the 


Divine Right of the Clergy, and ridicul'd the pre- 
tended Sacredneſs and Neceſſity of their Admini- 
ſtrations, as mere Niceties and Trifles, tho? com- 
monly in more diſtant, I was going to ſay more de- 
cent Ways: In a word, becauſe he made all 
Churches, all Prieſts, all Sacraments, however ad- 
miniſtred, equally valid, and denied any particular 
Method necefſary to Salvation. Yet after all this 


J Profane Declamation, he allows, my Lord, that 


Religious Offices may be appropriated to particular Men, 
calPd Clergy, for Order ſake only ; and not on the Ac- 
count of any peculiar Spiritual Advantages, Powers, or 
Privi- 
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Ls 
Privileges, which thoſe who are ſet apart for them. have 
From Heaven. : | 
Agreeable ro this, your Lordſhip owns, that you 
are not againſt the Order, or Decency, or Subordi- 
nation belonging to Chriſtian Societies. ＋ | : 
But, pray, my Lord, do you mean any more by 
this, than the abovemention'd Author? Is it for any 
Thing, but the Sake of a little external Order or 
Conveniency ? Is there any Chriſtian Law that obliges 
to obſerve this kind of Order? Is there any real eſ- 
| ſential Difference between Perſons rank*d into this 
Order? Is it a Sin for any Body, eſpecially the Civil 
Magiſtrate, to leave this Order, and make what 
other Orders he prefers to it? This your Lordſhip 
cannot reſolve in the Affirmative ; for then you muſt 
allow, that ſome Communions are ſafer than others, 
and that ſome Clergy have more Authority than 
others. | | 
Will your Lordſhip fay, that no particular Order 
can be neceſſary; yet ſome Order neceſſary, which 
may be different in different Communions? „This 
cannot hold good upon your I ordſhip's Principles 
for ſince Chriſt has left no Law about any Order, no 
Members of any particular Communion need ſubmit 
to that Order; ſince it is confeſs*d by your Lordſhip, 
That in Religion no Laws, but thoſe of Chriſt, are 
of any Obligation. So that tho* you don't diſclaim 
all external Order and Decency your ſelf, yet you 
have taught other People to do it it they pleaſe, and 
as much as they pleaſe. | | 
_ . Suppoſe, my Lord, ſome Layman, upon a Pre- 
tence of your Lordſhip's Abſence, or any other, 
ſhould go into the Dioceſe of Bangor, and there pre- 
tend to ordain Clergymen; could your Lordſhip 
quote one Text of Scripture againſt him? Could 
you alledge any Law of Chriit, or his Apoſtles, that 
he had broken? Could you prove him guilty N 
Sin? 
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* Sin? No, my Lord, you would not do that; be- 

cauſe this would be acknowledging ſuch a Thing as 
a Sinful Ordination; and if there be Sinful Ordina- 

tions, then there muſt be ſome Law concerning Or- 

> dinations: For Sin is the Tranſgre/on of the Law : 

And if there be a Law concerning Ordinations, then 


L we muſt keep to the Clergy /awfrfy ordain'd ; and 
> mult confeſs, after all your Lordſhip has ſaid, or can 
> fay, that ſtill ſome Communions are ſafer than others. 


If you ſhould reprove ſuch a one, as an Engli/h- 
man, for acting in Oppoſition to the Exgliſb Laws 
of Decency and Order; he would anſwer, That he 


has nothing to do with ſuch Triſſes; That Chriſt was 
* ſole Lawgiver in his Kingdom; That he was con- 


tent to have his Kingdom as orderly and decent as 
=> Chriſt had left it; and fince he had inſtituted no 


> Laws in that Matter, it was preſuming for others to 


take upon them to add any Thing by way of Order 


or Decency, by Laws of their own: That as he had 

as much Authority from Chriſt to ordain Clergy, as 
your Lordſhip, he would not depart from his Chri- 
ſtian Liberty. | 

If he ſhould remonſtrate to your Lordſhip in theſe, 
or Words to the like Effect, he would only reduce 
your Lordſhip's own Doctrine to Practice. This, 
my Lord, is part of that Confuſion the learned 
Dr. Snape has charg'd you with being the Author of, 
in the Church of God: And all Perſons, my Lord, 
whom you have taught not to regard any particular 
Sort of Clergy, muſt know (if they have the com- 
mon Senſe to which you appeal) that then no Clergy 
are at all neceſſary ; and that it's as lawful for any 
Man to be his own Prieſt, as to ſollicit his own 
Cauſe. For to ſay that no particular Sort of Clergy 
are neceſſary, and yet that in general the Clergy are 
= neceſſary, is the ſame as to ſay, that Truth is neceſ- 
& {ary to be believ'd ; yet the Belief of no particular 
Truth is neceſſary. 


The 
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The next Thing to be conſider'd, my Lord, i? 
your Doctrine concerning Abſolutions. You begin 
thus: The ſame you will find a ſufficient Reply to their 

eſumptuous Claim to an authoritative Abſolution. An 
infallible Abſolution cannot belong to fallible Men. But 
no Abſolution can be authoritative, which is not infallible, 
Therefore no authoritative Abſolution can belong to any 
Man living.“ 

I muſt obſerve here, your Lordſhip does not re- 
Jet this Abſolution, becauſe the Claim of it is not 
founded in Scripture; but by an Argument drawn F 
from the Nature of the Thing: Becauſe you ima- F 
gine ſuch Abſolution requires Infallibility for the 
Execution of it ; therefore it cannot belong to Men; | 
Should this be true, it would prove, that if our Sa- 
viour had really ſo intended, he could not have 
given this Power to his Minifters. But, my Lord, | 
who can ſee any Repugnancy in the Reaſon of the 


Thing it ſelf? Is it not as eaſy to conceive, that our 


Lord ſhould confer his Grace of Pardon by the 
Hands of his Miniſters, as by Means of the Sacra- 
ments? And m t ſuch Abſolution be juſtly call'd 
authoritative, the Power of which is granted, and exe- 
cuted by his Authority? | | 

Is it impoſſible for Men to have this Authority 
from God, becauſe they may miſtake in the Exer- 
ciſe of it? This Argument proves too much, and 
makes as ſhort Work with every Inſticution of Chri- 
ſtianity, as with this Power of Abſolution. 

For if it is impoſſible that Men ſhould have Au- 
thority from God to abſolve in his Name, becauſe 
they are not infallible ; this makes them equally in- 
capable of being entruſted with any other Means of 
Grace ; and conſequently ſuppoſes the whole Prieſt's 
Office to imply a direct Impoſſibility in the very 
Notion of it. 


*® Preſervative, p. 92. 2 
| Your 
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, Your Lordſhip's Argument is this: Chriſtians 
have their Sins pardon'd upon certain Conditions; 
„but fallible Men cannot certainly know theſe Con- 
, © ditions: Therefore fallible Men cannot have Autho- 
rity to abſolve. | 
„Prom hence I take Occaſion to argue thus: Per- 
y © ſons are to be admitted to the Sacraments on certairt 
Conditions; but fallible Men cannot tell whether 


they come qualified to receive them according to 
t © © theſe Conditions: Therefore fallible Men cannot 
na have Authority to adminiſter the Sacraments. 


.F7 24h, This Argument ſubverts all Authority of 
« © © the Chriſtian Religion it ſelf, and the Reaſon of 


„every inſtituted Means of Grace. For if nothing 
can be authoritative, but what a Man is infallibly 
e © aſſured of, then the Chriſtian Religion cannot be an 
„ 7 authoritative Method of Salvation; ſince a Man, 
e by being a Chriſtian, does not become infallibly 
ir certain of his Salvation: Nor does Grace infallibly 
e attend the Participation of the Sacraments. So that 
. EX tho? your Lordſhip has form'd this Argument only 
d againſt this abſolving Power, yet it has as much 


Force againſt the Sacraments, and the Chriſtian Re- 
ligion it ſelf. For if it be abſurd to ſuppoſe that the 
Prieft ſhould abſolve any one, becauſe he cannot be 


4 certain that he deſerves Abſolution ; does it not im- 
4 72 ply the fame Abſurdity, to ſuppoſe that he ſhould 
i. 7 have the Power of adminiſtring the Sacraments, 


when he cannot be infallibly certain that thoſe who 
receive them are duly qualified? If a Poſſibility of 
Error deſtroys the Power in one Caſe, it as certainly 
deſtroys it in the other. Again, if Abſolution can- 
not be authoritative, unleſs it be infallible ; then it 
is plain that the Chriſtian Religion is not an authori- 
tative Means of Salvation; becauſe all Chriſtians 
are not infallibly ſav'd: Nor can the Sacraments be 
authoritative Means of Grace, becauſe all who par- 
take of them do not infallibly obtain Grace. | 
C Your 
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Your Lordſhip proceeds with your Laity by way 
of Expoſtulation : If they amuſe you with that Power 
which Chriſt left with his Apoſtles, Whoſe ſoever Sins ye | 
remit, they are remitted unto them; and whoſe ſoever | 
Sins ye retain, they are retained unto them,* 

But why amuſe, my Lord? Are the Texts of 
Holy Scripture to be treated as only Matter of A.- 
muſement ? Or does your Lordſhip know of any Age 
in the Church when the very ſame Doctrine which 
we now teach, has not been taught from the ſame 
Texts? | > 

Do you know any Succeſſors of the Apoſtles that 
thought the Power there ſpecified did not belong to 
them? But, however, your Lordſhip has taught 
your Laity to believe what we argue from this Text, 
all Amuſement; and told them, They may ſecurely 
anſwer, that it is impoſſible for them to depend upon this 
Right as any thing certain, till they can prove to you 

that every thing ſpoken to the Apoſiles, belongs to Mini- 
ſters in all Ages. The Security of this Anſwer, | 
my Lord, is founded upon this falſe Preſumption, 
viz. That the Clergy can claim no Right to the Ex- 
erciſe of any Part of their Office, as Succeſſors of the 
Apoſiles, till they can prove that every Thing that' 
was ſpoken to the Apoſtles, belongs to them. 

This Propoſition muſt be true, or elſe there is no 
Force or Security in the Objection you here bring for 
the Inſtruction of the Laity. If it is well founded, 
then the Clergy can't poſſibly prove they have any 
more Right to the Exerciſe of any Part of their 

Office than the Laity. Do they pretend to ordain, 
confirm, to admit or exclude Men from the Sacra- 
ments? By what Authority is all this done? Is it-not 

| becauſe the Apoſtles, whoſe Succeſſors they are, did 
the ſame Things? But then, ſay your Lordſhip's 
well· inſtructed Laity, this is nothing to the Purpoſe: 
Prove your ſelves Apoſtles ; prove that every L0G 
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ſaid to the Apoſtles belongs to you; and — it will 
be allow'd, that you may exerciſe theſe Powers, be- 
cauſe they exerciſed them: But as this is impoſſible 
to be done, ſo it is impoſſible for you to prove that 
you have any Powers or Authorities, becauſe they 
had them. | | 
And now, my Lord, if the Caſe be thus, what 


Apology ſhall we make for Chriſtianity, as 1t has 


been practiſed in all Ages? How ſhall we excule the 
Noble Army of Martyrs, Saints, and Confeſſors, 


who have boldly aſſerted the Right to ſo many Apo- 


ſtolical Powers? Could any. Men in thoſe Ages pre- 
tend, that every thing that was ſpoken to the Apoſtles, 
belonged to themſelves ? Falſe, then, was their Claim, 
and preſumptuous their Authority, who ſhould pre- 
tend to any Apoſtolical Powers, becauſe the A poſtles 
had them; when they could not prove, that eve 


thing that was ſpokento the Apoſtles, belonged to them. 


Farther; To prove that the above-mention'd 
Text does not confer the Power of Abſolution in 


the Clergy, you reaſon thus: Vbatever contradicts 


the Natural Notions of God, and the Deſign and Tenor 
of the Goſpel, cannot be the true Meaning of any Paſſage 
in the Goſpel : But to make the Abſolution of weak and 
fallible Men ſo neceſſary, or ſo valid, that God will not 
pardon without them, or that all are pardon'd who 
have them pronounced over them, is, to contradif thoſe 
Notions, as well as the plain Tenor of the Goſpel.* 

Be pleas'd, my Lord, to point out your Adver- 
ſary; name any one Church of England Man that 
ever taught this romantick Doctrine which you are 


confuting. Who ever taught ſuch a Neceſſity of 


Abſolutions, that God will pardon none without 
them? Who ever declar'd that all are pardon'd who 


* 


have them pronounc'd over them? We teach the 


Neceſſity and Validity of Sacraments; but do we ever 
declare that all are ſav'd who receive them? Is there 
+5 no 
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no Medium between two Extremes? No ſuch Thing, 
my Lord, as Moderation! Muſt every Thing be thus 
abſolute and extravagant, or nothing at all? 

In another Page we have more of this ſame Co- 
louring: But to claim a Right to ſtand in God's Stead, 
in ſuch a Senſe, that they can abſolutely and certainly 
_ bleſs, or not bleſs, with their Voice alone: This is the 
higheſt Abſurdity and Blaſphemy, .as it ſuppeſeth God to 
place a Set of Men above himſelf ; and to put out of his 
own Hands the Diſpoſal of his Bleſſings and Curſes.* 

If your Lordſhip had employ*d all this Oratory 
againſt worſhipping the Sun or Moon, it had juſt 
affected your Adverſaries as much as this. For who 
ever taught that any Set of Men could ab/olutely bleſs, 


or with-hold Bleſſing, independent of God? Who 


ever taught, that the Chriſtian Religion, or Sacra-- 
ments, or Abſolution, ſav'd People on _ or 
without proper Diſpoſitions? Whoever claim'd ſuch 
an abſolving Power, as to ſet himſelf above God, 
and to take from him the Diſpoſal of his own Bleſ- F 
ſings and Curſes? What has ſuch extravagant De- 
ſcriptions, ſuch romantick Characters of Abſolution | 
ro do with that Power the Clergy juſtly claim? Can- 
not there be a Neceſſity in ſome Caſes of receiving 
Abſolution from their Hands, except they ſet them- Þ 
ſelves above God? Is God robb'd of the Diſpoſal of 
his Bleſſings, when, in Obedience to his own Com- 
mands, and in virtue of his own Authority, they 
admit ſome as Members of the Church, and exclude 
others from the Communion of it? Do they pretend 
to be Channels of Grace, or the Means of Pardon, 
by any Rights or Powers naturally inherent in them? 
Do they not in all theſe Things conſider themſelves 
as Inſtruments of God, that are made miniſterial to 
the Edification of the Church, purely by his Will, 
and only ſo far as they act in Conformity to it? 
Now if it has pleas'd God to confer the Holy Ghoſt 
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in Ordination, Confirmation, Sc. only by them, 
and to annex the Grace of Pardon to the Impoſition 
of their Hands, on returning Sinners; is it any Bla/- 
phemy for them to claim and exert their Power? Is 
the Prerogative of God injur'd, becauſe his own In- 
ſtitutions are obey*d? Cannot he diſpenſe his Graces 
by what Perſons, and on what Terms he pleaſes? 
Is he depriv*d of the Diſpoſal of his Bleſſings, be- 
cauſe they are beſtow'd on Perſons according to his 
Order, and in obedience to his Authority? If I 
ſhould affirm, that Biſhops have the ſole Power to 
ordain and confirm, would this be robbing God of 
his Diſpoſal of thoſe Graces that attend ſuch Actions? 
Is it not rather allowing and ſubmitting to God's 
own Diſpoſal, when we keep cloſe to thoſe Methods 
of it which himſelf has prefcrib'd ? 

Pray, my Lord, conſider the Nature of Sacra- 
ments. Are not they neceſſary to Salvation? But is 
God therefore excluded from any Power of his own ? 
Has he for that Reaſon, ſet Bread and Wine in the 
Euchariſt, or Water in Baptiſm, above Himſelf? 
Has he put the Salvation of Men out of his own 
Power, becauſe it depends on his own Inſtitutions? 
Is the Salvation of Chriſtians leſs his own Act and 
Deed, or leſs the Effect of his own Mercy, becauſe 
theſe Sacraments in great meaſure contribute to ef- 
fect it? Why then, my Lord, mult that Impoſition 
of Hands that 1s attended with his Grace of Pardon, 
and which has no Pretence to ſuch Grace, but in Q- 
bedience to his Order, and in virtue of his Promiſe, 
be thus deſtructive of his Prerogative? Where is 
there any Diminution of his Honour or Authority, 
if ſuch Actions of the Clergy are made neceſſary to 
the Salvation of Souls in ſome Circumſtances, as 
their waſhing in Water, or their receiving Bread and 
Wine? Cannot God inſtitute Means of Grace, but 
thoſe Means muſt needs be above Himſelf? They 
owe all their Power and Efficacy to his Inſtitution 3 
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and can operate no farther than the Ends for which 
he inſtituted them. How then is he dethron'd for 
being thus obey'd? 

My Lord, you take no notice of Scripture ; but 
in a new Way of your own, contend againſt this 
Power, from the Nature of the Thing: Yet I muſt 
beg leave to ſay, this Power ſtands upon as ſure a 
Bottom, and is as conſiſtent with the Goodneſs and 
Majeſty of God, as the Sacraments. If the annex- 
ing Grace to Sacraments, and making them neceſſa- 
ry Means of Salvation, be a reaſonable Inſtitution 
of God; ſo is his annexing Pardon to the Impoſition 
of Hands by the Clergy on returning Sinners. T he 
Grace or Bleſſing receiv'd in either Caſe, is of his 
own giving, and in a Method of his own preſcribing, 
And how this ſhould be any Injury to God's Ho- 
nour, or Affront to his Majeſty, cannot eaſily be 
accounted for. 

The Clergy juſtly claim a Power of reconciling 
Men to God, from expreſs Texts of Scripture; and 
of delivering his Pardons to penitent Sinners. Your 
Lordſhip diſewns this Claim, as making fallible 
Men the abſolute Diſpenſers of God's Bleſſings, and 
putting it in their Power to damn and fave as th 
pleaſe. But, my Lord, nothing of this Extrava- 
gance is included in it. They are only entruſted with 
a conditional Power; which they are to exerciſe ac- 
cording to the Rules God has given; and it only ob- 
tains its Effect when it is ſo exerciſed. Every inſti- 
tuted Means of Grace is conditional; and is only then 
effectual, when it is attended with ſuch. Circum- 
ſtances, as are requir'd by God. If the Clergy, 
through Weakneſs, Paſſion or Prejudice, exclude 
Perſons from the Church of God, they injure only 
themſelves. But, my Lord, are theſe Powers no- 
.thing, becauſe they may be exercis di in vain? Have 
the Clergy no right at all to them, becauſe they are 
not ab/olu; wy infallible in the Freie of them? 


Can 


9 


, 4A Mc cot od itn 


90 


DDr 


— 
9 


[39] 


Can you prove, my Lord, that they are not ne- 
ceſſary, becauſe they have not always the ſame Ef- 
fect? May not that be neceſſary to Salvation, which 
is only effectual on certain Conditions? Is not the 
Chriſtian Religion neceſſary to Salvation, though all 
Chriſtians are not ſaved? Are not the Sacraments 
neceſſary Means of Grace, tho? the Means of Grace 


obtain'd thereby is only Conditional? Is every one 


neceſſarily improv*d in Grace, who receives the Sa- 
crament? Or is it leſs neceſſary, becauſe the ſaluta- 
ry Effects of it are not more univerſal? Why then 
muſt the Impoſition of Hands be leſs neceſſary, be- 
cauſe the Grace of it is Conditional, and only ob- 
tain'd in due and proper Circumſtances? Is Abſolu- 
tion nothing, becaufe if withheld wrongfully, it in- 


Jures not the Perſon who is denied it; and if given 


without due Diſpoſitions in the Penitent, it avails 
nothing? Is not this equally true of the Sacraments, 
if they are deny'd wrongfully, or adminiſtred to 
unprepar*d Receivers? But do they therefore teaſe 
to be ſtanding and neceſſary Means of Grace? 

The Argument therefore againſt this Power, 
drawn from the Ignorance or Paſſions of the Clergy, 
whereby they may miſtake or pervert the Applica- 
tion of it, can be of no Force; ſince it is as Condi- 
tional as any other Chriſtian Inſtitution. The Sal- 
vation of no Man can be endanger'd by the Igno- 
rance or Paſſions of any Clergymen in the Uſe of 
this Power: If they err in. the Exerciſe of it, the 
Conſequences of their Error only affect themſelves. 
The Adminiſtration of the Sacraments is certainly 
entruſted to them: But will any one ſay, that the 
Sacraments are not neceſſary to Salvation; becauſe 
they may, through Ignorance or Paſſion, make. an 
ill Uſe of this Truſt? 

There is nothing in this Doctrince to gratify the 
Pride of Clergymen, or encourage them to lord it 


over the Flock of Chriſt. If you could ſuppoſe an 
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Atheiſt or a Deiſt in Orders; he might be arrogant, 
and domineer in the Exerciſe of his Powers: But 
who, that has the leaſt Senſe of Religion, can think 
it matter of Triumph, that he can deny the Sacra- 
ments, or refuſe his Benediction to any of his Flock? 
Can he injure or offend the leaſt of theſe; and will 
not God take Account? Or, if they fall through his 
Offence, will not their Blood be required at his 
Hands? 

Neither is there any thing in it that can enſlave 
the Laity to the Clergy; or make their Salvation 
depend upon their arbitrary Will. Does any one 
think his Salvation in danger, becauſe the Sacra- 
ments (the neceſſary means of it) are only to be ad- 
miniſter*d by the Clergy ? Why then muſt the Sal- 
vation of Penitents be endanger*d, or made depen- 
dent on the ſole Pleaſure of the Clergy ; becauſe they 
alone can reconcile them to the Favour of God? If 
Perſons are unjuſtly denied the Sacraments, they 
may humbly hope, that God will not lay the Want 
of them to their Charge. And if they are unjuſtly 
kept out of the Church, and denied Admittance, 
they have no Reaſon to fear but God will notwith- 
ſtanding accept them, provided they be in other re- 
ſpects proper Objects of his Favour. | 

But to proceed, your Lordſhip ſays, The Apoſtles 

might poſſibly underſtand the Power of remitting and re- 
| taining Sins, io be that Power of laying their Hands up- 
on the Sick. | : 

Is this poſſible, my Lord? Then it is paſſible, the 
Apoſtles might think, that in the Power here in- 
tended to be given them, nothing at all was intended 
to be given them. For the Power of healing the 
Sick, was already conferr'd upon them. There- 
fore if no more was intended to be given them in this 
Text, it cannot be interpreted, as having entitled 
them properly to any Power at all, 
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2. The Power mentioned here, was ſomething 


that Jeſus promiſed he would give them hereafter : 
Which plainly ſuppoſes, they had it not then: But 
they then had the Power of Healing; therefore ſome- 


thing elſe muſt be intended here. 
3 The Power of the Keys has always been 


: | look*d upon as the higheſt-in the Apoſtolical Order. 


But if it related only to the Power of Healing, it 
could not be ſo: For the Szventy, who were inferior 
to the Apoſtles, had this Power. : 

4. The very Manner of Expreſſion in this Place, 
proves, that the Power here intended to be given, 


could not relate to Healing the Sick, or to any thing 


of that Nature; but to ſome ſpiritual Power, whoſe 
Effects ſhould not be viſible; but be made good by 


virtue of God's Promiſe. Thus, whomſoever ye ſhall 


heal on Earth, I will heal in Heaven, borders too 
near upon an Abſurdity, There is no occaſion to 


* promiſe to make good ſuch Actions as are good al- 


ready, and have antecedently produc'd their Effects. 
Perſons who were reſtor'd to Health, to their Sight, 
or the Uſe of their Limbs, did not want to be affu- 
red, that the Apoſtles, by whom they were reſto- 
red, had a Power to that End; the Exerciſe of 
which Power prov*d and confirm'd itſelf. There 
was no need therefore of a Divine Aſſurance, that 
a Perſon who was healed, was actually healed in ver- 


tue of it. But when we conſider this Promiſe, as 


relating to a Power whoſe Effefts are not viſible , as 
the Pardon of Sins, the Terms whereby it is expreſt, 
are moſt proper; And it is very reaſonable to ſup- 
poſe God promiſing, that the ſpiritual Powers exer- 
cis'd by his Miniſters on Earth, though they do not 
here produce their vi/ible Effects, ſhall yet be made 
good and effectual by him in Heaven. 

- Theſe Reaſons, my Lord, I ſhould think, are 
ſufficient to convince any one, that the Apo 
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could not aſſibly underſtand theſe Words in the Senſe 
of your Lordſhip. 

Let us now conſider the Commiſſion given to Pe- 
ter. Our Saviour ſaid to him, Thou art Peter, and 
upon this Rock I will build my Church, and the Gates of 
Hell fhall not prevail againſt it: And 1 will give unto 
thee the Keys of the Kingdom of Heaven; and whatſoever 


thou ſhalt bind on Earth, ſhall be bound in Heaven; and 


whatſoever thou ſhalt looſe on Earth, ſhall be looſed in 
Heaven. 

Now, my Lord, how ſhould it enter into the 
Thoughts of Peter, that nothing was here intended, 
or promiſed by our Saviour, but a Power of Heal- 
ing; which he not only had before, but alſo many 
other Diſciples, who were not Apoſtles? I will give 
unto thee the Keys of the Kingdom of Heaven; that is, 
according to your Lordſhip, 7 will give thee Power to 
heal the Sick. Can any thing be more contrary to 
the plain obvious Senſe of the Words? Can any one 
be ſaid to have the Keys of the Kingdom of Heaven, 
becauſe he may be the Inſtrument of reſtoring Peo- 
ple to Health? Are Perſons Members of Chriſt's 
Kingdom, with any regard to Health? How then 
can he have any Power in that Kingdom ; or be 
ſaid to have the Keys of it, who is only empower'd 
to cure Diſtempers? Could any one be ſaid to have 
the Keys of a temporal Kingdom, who had no tem- 
poral Power given him in that Kingdom? Muſt 
not he therefore who has the Keys of a ſpiritual King- 
dom, have ſome ſpiritual Power in that Kingdom ? 


Chriſt has told us, that his Kingdom is not of this 


World. Your Lordſhip has told us, that it is fo 
foreign to every thing of this World, that no world- 
ly Terrors or Allurements, no Pains or Pleaſures of 
the Body can have any thing to do with it. Yet 
here your Lordſhip teaches us, that he may have 
the Keys of this ſpiritual Kingdom, who has only a 
Power over Diſeaſes, My Lord, are not es" 
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and Health, Sight and Limbs, Things of this 
World? Have they not ſome relation to bodily Plea- 
ſures and Pains? How then can a Power about 
Things wholly confin'd to this World, be a Power 
in a Kingdom that is not of this World? The Force 
of the Argument lies here: Our Saviour has aſſu- 
red us, that his Kingdom is not of this World: 
Your Lordſhip takes it to be of ſo ſpiritual a Na- 
ture, that it ought not, nay, that 1t cannot be en- 
courag'd or eſtabliſh'd by any worldly Powers. Our 
Saviour gives to his Apoſiles the Keys of this Kingdom : 
Yet you have ſo far forgotten your own Doctrine, 
and the Spiritualty of this Kingdom, that you tell 
us, he here gave them a temporal Power of Diſeaſes; 
though he ſays, they were the Keys of his Kingdom 
which he gave them. Suppoſe any Succeſſor of the 
Apoſtles ſhould from this Text pretend to the Power 
of the Sword, to make People Members of this 
Kingdom: Muſt not the Anſwer be, that he miſtakes 
the Power, by not conſidering, that they are only 
the Keys of a ſpiritual, not of a temporal Kingdom, 
which were here deliver'd to the Apoſtles. 

I humbly preſume, my Lord, that this would b 
as good an Anſwer to your Lordſhip's Doctrine, as 
to theirs who claim the Right of the Sword, till it 
can be ſhewn that Health and Sickneſs, Sight and 
Limbs, do not as truly relate to the Things of this 
World as the Power of the Sword. 

If this Power of the Keys muſt be underſtood, 
only as a Power of inflicting or curing Diſeaſes ; then 
the Words, in the proper Conſtruction of them, 
muſt run thus: Thou art Peter, and upon this Rock I 
will build my Church, 1. e. a peculiar Society of health- 
ful People, and the Gates of Hell ſhall never prevail 
againſt it, i. e. they. ſhall always be in a Stare of 
Health. I will give unto thee the Keys of this Kingdom 
of Heaven, i. e. thou ſhalt have the Power of inflict-- 
ing and curing Diſtempers; and whatſoever thou mes 
| in 
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bind on Earth, ſhall be bound in Heaven, i. e. on 
whomſoever thou ſhalt inflict the Leproſy on Earth, 
he ſhall be a Leper in Heaven ; and whatſoever thou 
falt looſe on Earth, ſhall be loos'd in Heaven, i. e. 
whomſoever thou ſhalt cure of that Diſeaſe on Earth, 
ſhall be perfectly cur'd of it in Heaven. 

This, without putting any Force upon the Words, 
is your Lordſhip's own Interpretation; which ex- 
poſes the Honour and Authority of Scriptures as 
much as the greateſt Enemy to them can wiſh, If 
our Saviour cou'd mean by theſe Words, only a 
Power of healing Diſtempers; or if the Apoſtles un- 
derſtood them in that Senſe, we may as well believe 
that when he ſaid, His Kingdom was not of this World, 
that he meant, it was of this World ; and that the 
Apoſtles ſo underſtood him too. 

But, however, for the Benefit and Edification of 
the Laity, your Lordſhip has another Interpretation 
for them: You ſay, F they (the Apoſtles) did apply 
this Power of remilting Sins to the certain Abſolution of 
particular Perſons, it is plain, they could do it upon no 
other Bottom but this; that God's Will and good Plea- 
ſure about ſuch particular Perſons was infallibly commu- 
nicated to them. 

Pray, my Lord, how, or where is this ſo plain? 
Is it plain that they never baptiz*d Perſons till God 
had infallibly communicated his good Pleaſure to them 
avout ſuch particular Perſons? Baptiſm is an Inſti- 
tution equally ſacred with this other, and puts the 
Perſon baptiz*d in the ſame State of Grace hat Ab- 


ſolution does the Penitent. Baptiſm is deſign'd for 


the Remiſſion of Sin. It is an Ordinance to which 
Abſolution is conſequent ; but I ſuppoſe Perſons 
may be baptiz'd without ſuch infallible Communication 


promiſed, as your Lordſhip contends for. If there- 


tore it be not neceſſary for the Exerciſe of Abſolution 
by Baptiſm, why muſt it be neceſſary for Abſolution 
by the Impoſition of Hands ? 
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Can Paſtors without Infallibility baptize Heathens, 
and abſolve, or be the Inſtruments of abſolving 
them thereby from their Sins? Are they not as able 
to abſolve Chriſtian Penitents, or reſtore thoſe who 
have apoſtatiz'd? If human Knowledge, and the 
common Rules of the Church, be ſufficient to direct 
the Prieſt to whom he ought to adminiſter the Sacra- 
ments; they are alſo ſufficient for the Exerciſe of 
this other Part of the ſacerdotal Office. 

But your Lordſhip proceeds thus: Not that they 
themſelves abſolved any. 

No, my Lord, no more than Water in Baptiſm 
of it ſelf purifies the Soul from Sin. This baptiſmal 
Water is, notwithſtanding, neceſſary for the Re- 
miſſion of our Sins. | 

Again, you ſay, Not that God was oblig'd to bind 
and looſe the Guilt of Men according to their Declara- 
tions, conſidered as their own Deciſions, and their own 


Determinations. No, my Lord; who ever thought 


ſo? God is not oblig*d to conter Grace by the bap- 
tiſmal Water, conſider'd only as Water; but he is, 
conſider'd as his own Inſtitution for that End and Pur- 
poſe. So if theſe Declarations are conlider*d only as 
the Declarations of Men, God is not obliged by them : 
But when they are conſider'd as the Declarations of 
Men whom he has eſpecially authoriz'd to make /uch 
Declarations in his Name, then they are as effectual 
with God, as any other of his Inſtitutions whatever. 


I proceed now to a Paragraph that bears as hard 
upon our Saviour as ſome others have done upon his 


Apoſtles and their Succeſſors; where your Lordſhip 
deſigns to prove, that tho* Chriſt claim'd a Power of 
remitting Sins himſelf, or in his own Perſon, yet 
that he had really no ſuch Power. 

You go upon theſe Words: F wwe /cok back upon 


our Saviour himſelf, we ſhall find, that when he de- 


clares that the Sou of Man had Power upon Eanth 10 
forgive Sins, even he himſelf either meant by it e Power 


of 
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of a miraculous releaſing Man from his Affiition ; of if 
it related to another more ſpiritual Senſe of the Words, 


the Power of declaring, that the Man's Sins were for- 


given by God“. 

The Words of our Saviour, which we are to look 
back upon, are theſe : Y/hether it is eaſier to ſay, thy 
Sins are forgiven thee; or to ſay, ariſe, take up thy 
Bed and walk? But that ye may know, the Son of Man 
hath Power on Earth to forgive Sins, (Mark ii. 9, 10.) 
As if he had ſaid, Is not the ſame Divine Autho- 
* rity and Power requir'd? Is it not a Work as pe- 
culiar to God, to perform miraculous Cures, as 
to forgive Sins? The Reaſon therefore why I now 
<© chufe to declare my Authority, rather by ſaying, 
«© Thy Sins are forgiven thee, than by ſaying, Ariſe 
and walk, was purely to teach you this Truth, 
« that the Power of the Son of Man is not confin'd 
to Bodily Cures ; ; but that he has Power on Earth 
eto forgive Sins.“ 

This, my Lord, is the firſt obvious Senſe of the 
Words; and therefore J take it to be the true Senſe. 


cc 


But your Lordſhip can look back upon them, till 


you find that Chriſt has not this Power, tho' he 
claims it expreſly ; but that he only intends a Power 


of doing ſomething or other, which no more imports 
a Power of forgiving Sins, than of remitting any 
temporal Debt or Penalty. 


It our bleſſed Saviour had intended to teach the 
World that he was inveſted with this Power, I would 


gladly know how he muſt have expreſs'd himſelf, to 


have ſatisfied your Lordſhip that he really had it? 
He muſt have told you, that he had not this Power 
and then poſſibly your Lordſhip would have taught 
us, that he had this Power. For no one can diſco- 
ver any Reaſon why you ſhould deny it him, bur 
becauſe he has in expreſs Words claim'd and aſſerted 
it. I hope your Lordſhip has not fo low an Gyms 
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of our Saviour's Perſon, as to think it unreaſonable 
in the Nature of the Thing, that he ſhould have 
this Power. Where does it contradict any Principle 
of Reaſon, ro ſay, that a King ſhould be able to par- 
don his Subjects? Since there is no Abſurdity then in 
the Thing it ſelf, and it is fo expreſly aſſerted in 
Scripture 3 it is juſt Matter of Surprize, that your 
Lordſhip ſhould carry your Reader from a plain con- 
ſiſtent Senſe of the Words, to either this or that Some- 
thing or other, the Origin whereof is only to be 
ſought for in your Lordſhip's own Invention; rather 
than not exclude Chriſt from a Power which he de- 
clar*d he had, and declar*d he had it for this very 
Reaſon, that wwe might know that he had it. Our Sa- 
viour has told us, that the Way to Heaven is nar- 
row. Your Lordſhip might as reaſonably prove 
from hence, that he meant, it was broad, as that he 
did not mean he could forgive Sins, when he ſaid 
that ye may know, that the Son of Man hath Power on 
Earih to forgive Sins. | 

Your Lordſhip has rejected all Church Authority, 
and deſpis'd the pretended Powers of the Clergy, 
for this Reaſon ; becauſe Chrilt is the /e King, ſole 
Lawgiver, and Judge in his Kingdom. But, it ſeems, 
your Lordſhip, notwithſtanding, thinks it now 
Time to depoſe him: And this /o/e King in his own 

Kingdom, mult not be allow'd to be capable of par- 
doning his own Subjects. | 

This Doctrine, my Lord, is deliver*d, I ſuppoſe, 
as your other Doctrines, out of a hearty Concern 
and Chriſtian Zeal for the Privileges of the Laity ; 
and to ſhew that your Lordſhip is not only able to 
limit as you pleaſe the Authority of temporal Rings; 
but alſo to make Chriſt himſelf ſole King, and yet 
no King, in his Spiritual Kingdom. For, my Lord, 
the Kingdom of Chriſt is a Society founded in order 
to the Reconciliation of Sinners to God. If there- 
fore Chriſt could not pardon. Sins, to what End 


could 
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could he either erect, or how could he ſupport his 
Kingdom, which is only in the great and laſt Deſign 
of it, to conſiſt of abſolv'd Sinners? He that can- 
not forgive Sins in a Kingdom that is erected for the 
Remiſſion of Sins, can no more be ſole King in it, 
than he that has no temporal Power, can be ſole King 
in a temporal Kingdom. Therefore your Lordſhip 
has been thus mighty ſerviceable to the Chriſtian 
Laity, as to teach them that Chriſt is not only ſole 
King, but no King in his Kingdom. 

This is not the firſt Contradiction your Lordſhip 
has unhappily fallen into, in your Attempts upon 
kingly Authority, Nor. 1s it the laſt which I ſhall pre- 
ſume to obſerve to the common Senſe of your Laity. 

Again, in this Account of our bleſſed Saviour, 
your Lordſhip has made no Difference between him 
and his Apoſtles, as to this ab/olving Authority, For 
you ſay, the great Commiſſion given to them implied 
either a Power of releaſing Men from their bodily 
Afflictions; or of declaring ſuch to be pardon'd, 
whom God had aſſur'd them that he had pardon'd : 
And this all that you here allow to Chriſt himſelf. 

Your Lordſhip's calling him ſo often King, and 


ſole King, &c. in his Kingdom, and yet making him 


a mere Creature 1n it, 1s too like the Inſult, and de- 
ſign'd Sarcaſm of the Fews, who, when they had 
nail'd him to the Croſs, writ over his Head, This ts 
the King of the Fetus. 

But to proceed: Your Lordſhip proves, That 


dur Saviour had not the Power of forgiving Sins; be- 


cauſe His Way of Expreſſion was, Thy Sins are forgiven 
thee. This was plainly to acknowledge, and keep up that 
true Notion, that God alone forgiveth Sins. | 
Let us therefore put this Argument in Form. 
Chriſt has affirm'd, that he had Power to forgive 
Sins: But this Way ,was, to ſay, Thy Sins are for- 


given thee: Therefore Chriſt had not Power to for- 


give Sins. Q; E. D. ; 
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It is much your Lordſhip did not recommend this 
to your Laity as another invincible Demonſtration. 
For by the Help of it, my Lord, they may prove 
that our Saviour could no more heal Diſeaſes, than 
forgive Sins. As thus; Chriſt indeed pretends to a 
Power of healing Diſeaſes ; but his uſual Way of 
ſpeaking to the diſeas'd Perſon was, thy Faith hath 
made thee wholez therefore he had not the Power of 
healing Diſeaſes. The Argument has the ſame Force 
againſt one Power, as againſt the other. If he did 
not forgive Sins, becauſe he ſaid, Thy Sins are for- 
given thee; no more did he heal Diſeaſes, becauſe he 
ſaid, Thy Faith hath made thee whole. | 

I have a Claim of ſeveral Debts upon a Man; I 
forgive him them all, in theſe Words, Thy Debts are 
remitted thee. A philoſophical Wit ſtands by, and 
pretends to prove, that I had not the Power of re- 
mitting theſe Debts; becauſe I ſaid, Thy Debts are 
| remitted thee, What can come up to, or equal ſuch 

profound Philoſophy, but the Divinity of one who 
teaches, our Saviour could not forgive Sins, becauſe 
he ſaid, Thy Sins are forgiven thee * 

But your Lordſhip ſays, the Reaſon why our Sa- 
viour thus expreſſed himſelf, Thy Sins are forgiven 
thee, ** was plainly to keep up that true Notion, that 
„God alone forgiveth Sins.” Therefore, my Lord, 
according to this Doctrine, our Saviour was oblig'd 
not to claim any Power that was peculiar or appro- 
priated to God alone. For if this be an Argument, 
why he ſhould not forgive Sins, it is alſo an Argu- 
ment that he ought not to claim any other Power, 
any more than this; which is roger to God, and 
only belongs to him. But, my Lord, if he did ex- 
preſs himſelf thus, that he might not lay Claim to 
any Thing that was peculiar to God, how came he 
in ſo many other Reſpects to lay Claim to ſuch 
Things as are as truly peculiar to God, as the For- 


giveneſs of Sins? How came he in ſo many Inſtances 
| D to 
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to make himſelf equal to God? How came he to 
ſay, Ze believe in God, believe alſo in me? And that 
Men ſhould worſhip the Son, even as the Father ? 
That he was the Son of God ; that he was the Way, 
the Truth, and the Life. 

Are not evangelical Faith, Worſhip, and Truſt, 
Duties that are ſolely due to God? Does he not as 
much invade the Sovereignty of God, who lays 
Claim to theſe Duties, as he that pretends to forgive 
Sins? Did not Chriſt alſo give his Diſciples Power 
and Authority over Devils and unclean Spirits, and 
Power to heal all manner of Diſeaſes? 

Now if Chriſt did not aſſume a Power to forgive 
Sins, becauſe God alone could forgive Sins, it is alſo 
as unaccountable that he ſhould exerciſe other Autho- 
rites and Powers which are as ſtrictly peculiar to 
God, as that of forgiving Sins. As it a Perſon 
ſhould diſown that Chriſt is omniſcient, becauſe Om- 
nifgience is an Attribute of God alone; and yet con- 
fef&his Omnipotence, which is an Attribute equally 
divine. 

But farther, my Lord: Did our Saviour thus de- 
ſignedly expreſs himſelf, left he ſhould be thought 
to aſſume any Power which was divine, then it is 
certain (according to this Opinion) that if he had aſ- 
ſumed any ſuch Power, or pretended to do what 
was peculiar to God, he had been the Occaſion of 
miſleading Men into Error. For if this be a plain 


Reaſon why he expreſſed himſelf ſo as to diſown 


this Power, it is plain that if he had own'd it, he 
had been condemn'd by this Argument, as teaching 
falſe Doctrine. | 

Now if this would have been interpretatively falſe 
Doctrine in Chriſt, to take upon himſelf any Thing 
that was peculiar to God, the Apoſtles were guilty 
of propagating this falſe Doctrine. For there 1s 
ſcarce any known Attribute or Power of God, but 


they aſcribe it to our Saviour. They declare him 


eternal, 
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eternal, omnipotent, omniſcient, &c. Is it not a 
irue Notion, that God alone can create, and is Go- 
vernor of the Univerſe? Yet the Apoſtles expreſly 
aſſure us of Chriſt, that all Things were created by 
him; and that God hath put all Things in Subjection un- 
der bis Feet. Tis very ſurprizing that your Lord- 
ſhip ſhould exclude Chriſt from this Power of for- 
giving Sins, tho? he has expreſly ſaid he could forgive 
Sins, becauſe ſuch a Power belongs only to God : 
When it appears through the whole Scripture that 
there is icarce any divine Power which our Saviour 
himſelf has not claim'd, nor any Attribute of God 
but what his Apoſtles have aſcrib'd to him. They 
have made him the Creator, the Preſerver, the Go- 
vernor of the Univerſe, the Author of eternal Sal- 
vation to all that obey him; and yet your Lordſhip 
tells us that he did not pretend to forgive Sins, be- 
cauſe that was a Power peculiar to God. 
| Here is then (to ſpeak in your Lordſhip's elegant 
Style) an immoveable Reſting-place for your Laity to 
ſet their Feet upon; here is an Argument that will laſt 
them for ever : They muſt believe that our Saviour 
did not forgive Sins, becauſe. this was a Power that 
belong'd to God, tho' the Scriptures aſſure us that 
every other divine Power belong'd to Chriſt. That 
is, they muſt believe, that tho? our Saviour claim'd 
all divine Powers, yet not this divine Power, becauſe 
it is a divine Power. And, my Lord, if they have 


the common Senſe to believe this, they may allo be- 


lieve, that tho? our Saviour took human Nature 
upon him, yet that he had not a human Soul, be- 
cauſe it is proper to Man. They may believe, that 
any Perſon who has all kingly Power, cannot remit 
or reprieve a Malefactor, becauſe it is an Act of 
kingly Power to do it; or that a Biſhop cannot ſuſ- 
pend any Offender of his Dioceſe, becauſe it is an 


Act of epiſcopal Power to do it. All theſe Rea- 


ſons are as ſtrong and demonſtrative as that Chriſt 
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who claim'd all divine Powers, could not forgive 
Sins, becauſe it was a divine Power, 
Laſtly, In this Argument your Lordſhip has 
plainly declar'd againſt the Divinity of Chriſt, and 
rank*d him in the Order of Creatures. Your Lord- 
ſhip ſays, Chriſt did not forgive Sins, becauſe it is 
God alone who can forgive Sins ; as plain an Argu- 
ment as can be offer*d, that in your Lordſhip's Opi- 
nion Chriſt is not God: For if you believ'd him, in 
a true and proper Senſe, God, how could you ex- 
clude him from the Power of forgiving Sins, becauſe 
God alone can forgive Sins? It 1s inconſiſtent with | 
Senſe and Reaſon to deny this Power to Chriſt be- | 
cauſe 1t is a divine Power, but only becauſe you be- 
lieve him not to be a divine Perſon. If Chriſt was 
God, then he might forgive Sins, tho* God alone 
| can forgive Sins: But you ſay, Chriſt cannot for- 
l give Sins, becauſe God alone can forgive Sins; there- 
fore it is plain, that, according to your Lordſhip's 
Doctrine, Chriſt is not truly, or in a proper Senſe, 
God. 
Here, my Lord, I deſire again to appeal to the 
common Senſe of your Laity; let them judge betwixt 
| the Scriptures ahd your Lordſhip. The Scriptures 
1 plainly and frequently aſcribe all divine Attributes 
is to Chriſt: They make him the Creator and Go- 
vernor of the World; God over all, bleſſed for ever. 
Vet your Lordſhip ꝓakes him a Creature, and denies 
| him ſuch a Pow cauſe it belongs only to God. 
1 Lou your ſelf, my Lord, have allow'd him to be 
abſolute Ruler over the Conſciences of Men; to be 
5 an arbitrary Diſpenſer of the Means of Salvation to 
i Mankind; than which Powers, none can be more 
. divine: And yet you hold, that he cannot forgive 
| Sins, becauſe Pardon of Sin can only be the Effect 
of a divine Power. 
| Is it not equally a divine Power, (even according 
F to your Lordſhip) to rule over the ann of 
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Men, to give Laws of Salvation, and to act in theſe 
Affairs with an uncontrollable Power, as to forgive 
Sins? 

My Lord, let their common Senſe here diſcover 
the Abſurdity (for I muſt call it fo) of your new 
Scheme of Government in Chriſt's Kingdom. Chriſt 
is abſolute Lord of it, (according to your ſelf) and 
can make or unmake Laws relating to it; can diſ- 

nſe or withhold Grace as he pleaſes in this ſpiritual 

mgdom, all which Powers are purely divine; yet 
you ſay he cannot forgive Sins, tho? every expreſs 
Power which you have allow'd him over the Con- 
ſciences of Men, be as truly a divine Power as that 
of forgiving Sins. Has not Chriſt a proper and per- 
ſonal Power to give Grace to his Subjects? Is he not 
Lord over their Conſciences? And are not theſe 
Powers as truly appropriated to God ? And has not 
your Lordſhip often taught them to be ſo, as that 
of Forgiveneſs of Sins? Is it not as much the Prero- 
gative of God to have any natural intrinſick Power, 
to confer Grace, or any ſpiritual Benefit to the Souls 
of Men, as to forgive Sins? Has not your Lord- 
ſhip deſpis'd all the Adminiſtrations of the Clergy, 
becauſe God's Graces can only come from himſelf, 
and are only to be receiv'd from his own Hands? 
The Concluſion therefore is this, either Chriſt has a 
perſonal intrinſick Power to confer Grace in his 
Kingdom, or he has not; if you ſay he has nor, 
then you are chargeable with the Colluſion of mak- 
ing him a King in a ſpiritual Kingdom, where you 
allow him no ſpiritual Power: If you ſay he has, 
then you fall into this Contradiction, that you allow 
him to have divine Powers, tho? he cannot have di- 
vine Powers; that is, you allow him to give Grace, 
tho? it is a divine Power, and not to forgive Sins, be- 
cauſe it is a divine Power. My Lord, I with your 
Laity (if there be any to whom you can render it in- 
telligible) much Joy of _ profound Divinity. * 
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if there are others who are more taken with your 
Lordſhip's Sincerity, I defire them not to paſs by 
this following remarkable Inſtance of it: Your 
Lordſhip has here as plainly declar*d, as Words can 
conſequentially declare any Thing, that you do not 
believe Chriſt to be God, yet profeſs your ſelf Bi- 
ſhop of a Church, whoſe Liturgy in ſo many re- 
peated Teſtimonies declares the contrary Doctrine, 
and which obliges you to expreſs your Aſſent and 
Conſent to ſuch Doctrine. My Lord, I here call 
upon your Sincerity, either declare Chriſt to be per- 
fect God, and then ſhew why he could not forgive 
Sins, or deny him to be perfect God, and then ſhew 
how you can ſincerely declare your Aſent and Conſent 
to the Doctrines of the Church of England. 

This, my Lord, has an Appearance of Prevari- 
cation, which you cannot, I hope, charge upon any 
of your Adverſaries, who if they cannot think that 
to be ſincere is the only Thing neceſſary to recom- 
mend Men to the Favour of God, yet may have as 
much, or poſſibly more Sincerity, than thoſe who 
do think ſo. 

Before I take Leave of your Lordſhip, I muſt 
take Notice of a Reſting-place, a ſtrong Retreat, a 
laſting Foundation, i. e. a Demonſtration in the ſtricteſt 
Senſe of the Words, that all Church-Communion is 
unneceſſary. | 
Four Lordſhip ſets it out in theſe Words: 

J am not now going to accuſe you of a Hereſy againſt 
Charity, but of a Hereſy againſt the Poſſibility and Na- 
| ture of Things. As thus, Mr. Nelſon ( for Inſtance) 
thinks himſelf oblig'd in Conſcience to communicate with 
fome of our Church. Upon this you declare he hath no 
Title to God's Mercy; and you and all the World allow, 
that if he communicates with you whilſt his Conſcience 
tells him it is a Sin, he is ſelf-condemn'd, and out of 
Cod's Favour. That Notion (viz. the Neceſſity of 

| Church- 
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Church-Communion) zherefore, which implies this great 
invincible Abſurdity, cannot be true. 

Pray, my Lord, what is this wond'rous Curioſity 
of a Demonſtration, but the common Caſe of an er- 
roneous Conſcience? Did the ſtricteſt Contenders for 
Church-Communion ever teach, hat any Terms are 
to be complied with againſt Conſcience ? Bur it's a 
ſtrange Concluſion to infer from thence, that there 
is no Obligation to Communion, or that all Things 
are to be held indifferent, becauſe they are not to be 
complied with againſt one's Conſcience. _ 

The Truths of the Chriſtian Religion have the 
ſame Nature and Obligation, whatever our Opinions 
are of them, and thoſe that are neceſſary to be be- 
liev'd, continue ſo, whether we can perſuade our 
ſelves to believe them or not. I ſuppoſe your Lord- 
ſhip will not ſay, that the Articles of Faith and ne- 
ceſſary Inſtitutions of the Chriſtian Religion, are no 
otherways neceſſary, than becauſe we believe them 
to be ſo, that our Perſuaſion 1s the only Cauſe of 
the Neceſſity; but if their Neceſſity be not owing 
merely to our Belief of them, then it is certain thar 
our Disbelief of them cannot make them leſs neceſ- 
ſary. If the Ordinances of Chriſt, and the Arti- 
cles of Faith are neceſſary, becauſe Chriſt has made - 
them fo, that Neceſſity muſt continue the ſame, 
whether we believe and obſerve them or not. | 

So that, my Lord, we may ſtill maintain the Ne- 
ceſſity of Church-Communion, and the ſtrict Ob- 
ſervance of Chriſt's Ordinances, notwithſtanding 
that People have different Perſuaſions in theſe Mat- 
ters, preſuming hat our Opinions can no more alter 
the Nature or Neceſſity of Chriſt's Inſtitutions, than 
we can believe Error into Truth, Good into Evil, or 
Light into Darkneſs. I ſhall think my ſelf no He- 
retick againſt the Nature of Things, tho? I tell a conſci- 
entious Socinian, that the Divinity of Chriſt is neceſ- 
ſary to be believed, or a conſcientious Jeu, that it is 
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neceſſary to be a Chriſtian in order to be faved. But 
if your Lordſhip's Demonſtration was accepted, we 
ſhould be oblig'd to give up the Neceſlity of every 
Doctrine and Inſtitution, to every Disbeliever that 
pretended Conſcience. We muſt not tell any Party 
of People that they are in any Danger for being out 
of Communion with us, if they do but follow their 
own Perſuaſion. 

Your Lordſhip's invincible Demonſtration proceeds 
thus : 

Me muſt not inſiſt upon the Neceſſity of joining with any 
rn Church, becauſe then conſcientions Perſons will 
e in Danger cther Way; for if there be a Neceſjity of 
it, then there is a Danger if they do not join with it, and 
if they comply againſt their Conſciences, the Danger is the 
ame, 
9 What an inextricable Difficulty is here! How 
ſhall Divinity or Logick be able to relieve us! 

Be pleas*d, my Lord, to accept of this Solution, 
n lieu of your Demonſtration. 

I will ſuppoſe the Cafe of a conſcientious Few ; I 
tell him that Chriſtianity is the only covenanted Me- 
thod of Salvation, and that he can have no Title to 
the Favour of God, till he profeſſes the Faith of 
Chriſt, What, replies he, would you direct me to 
do? If I embrace Chriſtianity againſt my Con- 
ſcience, I am out of God*s Favour; and if I follow 
my Conſcience, and continue a Few, I am alſo out 
of his Favour. The Anſwer is this, my Lord; 
The Few is to obey his Conſcience, and to be left to 
the uncovenanted, unpromiſed Terms of God's Mercy, 
* whilſt the conſcientious Chriſtian is entitled to the ex- 

preſs and promiſed Favours of God. 
There is ſtill the ſame abſolute Neceſſity of believ- 
ing in Chriſt, Chriſtianity is ſtill the only Method 
of Salvation; tho' the ſincere Few cannot ſo per- 
ſuade himſelf; and we ought to declare it to all 
Jeu and Unbelievers whatſoever, that they can w_ 
| þ 
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be ſav'd by embracing Chriſtianity, That a falſe 
Religion does not become a true one, nor a true one 
falſe, in Conſequence of their Opinions; but that 
if they are fo unhappy as to refuſe the Covenant of 
Grace, they muſt be left to ſuch Mercy as is without 
any Covenant. And now, my Lord, what is be- 
come of this mighty Demonſtration ? Does it prove 
that Chriſtianity 1s not neceſſary, becauſe the con- 


ſcientious Few may think it is not ſo? It may as well 


prove that the Moon is no larger than a Man's Head 
becauſe an honeſt ignorant Countryman may think 
itno larger. 

Is there any Perſon of common Senſe, who would 
think it a Demonſtration that he is not obliged to go 
to Church, becauſe a conſcientious Diſſenter will not? 
Could he think it Jeſs neceſſary to be a Chriſtian, 


becauſe a ſincere Few cannot embrace Chriſtianity ? _ 


Could he take it to be an indifferent Matter whether 
he believed the Divinity of Chriſt, becauſe a conſci- 
entious Socinian cannot? Yet this is your Lordſhip's 
invincible Demonſtration, that we ought not to infift 
upon the Neceſſity of Church- Communion, becauſe 
a conſcientious Disbeliever cannot comply with it. 

A ſmall Degree of common Senſe would teach a 
Man that true Religion, and the Terms of Salva- 
tion, muſt have the ſame obligatory Force, whether 
we reaſon rightly abont them or not; and that they 
who believe and practiſe according to them, are in 
expreſs Covenant with God, which entitles them to 
his Favour; whilſt thoſe who are ſincerely erroneous, 
have nothing but the Sincerity of their Errors to 
plead, and are left to ſuch Mercy of God, as is 
without any Promiſe. Here, my Lord, is nothing 
frightful or abſurd in this Doctrine, they who are in 
the Church which Chriſt has founded, are upon 
Terms which entitle them to God's Favour; they 
who are out of it, fall to his Mercy. 


But 
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But your Lordſhip is not content with the Terms 
of the Goſpel, or a Doctrine that only ſaves a par- 
ticular Sort of People; this is a narrow View, not 
wide enough for your Notions of Liberty. Parti- 
cular Religions, and particular Covenants, are de- 


monſtrated to be abſurd, becauſe particular Perſons 


may disbelieve, or not ſubmit to them. 

Your Lordſhip muſt have Doctrines that will fave 
all People alike, in every way that their Perſuaſion 
leads them to take: But, my Lord, there needs be 
no greater Demonſtration againſt your Lordſhip's 
Doctrine, than that it equally favours every Way 
of Worſhip ; for an Argument which equally proves 
every Thing, has been generally thought to prove 
nothing; which happens to be the Caſe of your 
Lordſhip's important Demonſtration. | 

Your Lordſhip indeed only inſtances in a parti- 
cular Perſon, Mr. Nelſon ; but your Demonſtration 
is as ſerviceable to any other Perſon who has left any 
other Church whatever. The conſcientious Quaker, 
Muggletonian, Independent, or Socinian, &c. have 
the ſame Right to obey Conſcience, and blame any 
Church that aſſumes a Power of cenſuring them, as 
Mr. Nelſon had; and if they are cenſur'd by any 
Church, that Church is as guilty of the ſame Hereſy 
againſt the Nature of Things, as that Church which 
cenſur'd Mr, Nelſon, or any Church that ſhould pre- 
tend to cenſure any other Perſon whatever. | 

I am not at all ſurpriz'd that your Lordſhip ſhould 
teach this Doctrine, but 'tis ſomething ſtrange that 
ſuch an Argument ſhould. be obtruded upon the 
World as an unheard-of Demonſtration, and that in 
an Appeal to common Senſe. Suppoſe ſome Body or 
other in Defence of your Lordſhip, ſhould take upon 
him to demonſtrate to the World that there is no 
ſuch Thing as Colour, becanſe there are ſome Peo- 
ple that can't ſee it ; or Sounds, becauſe there are 


| fome who don't hear them; He would have found 


Out 
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out the only Demonſtration in the World that could 
equal your Lordſhip's, and would have as much 
Reaſon to call thoſe Hereticks againſt the Nature of 
Things, who ſhould disbelieve him, and inſiſt upon 
the Reality of Sounds, as your Lordſhip has to call 
your Adverſaries ſo. - 

For is there no Neceſſity of Church-Communion, 
becauſe there are ſome who don't conceive it? Then 
there are no Sounds, becauſe there are ſome who 
don't hear them; for it is certainly as eaſy to be- 
lieve away the Truth and Reality, as the Neceſſity of 
Things. 

Some People have only taught us the Innocency of 
Error, and been content with ſetting forth its harm- 
leſs Qualities ; but your Lordſhip has been a more 


hearty Advocate, and given it a Power over every ” / 


Truth and Inſtitution of Chriſtianity. If we have 
but an erroneous Conſcience, the whole Chriſtian Diſ- 
penſation is cancell'd; all the Truths and Doctrines 
in the Bible are demonſtrated to be unneceſſary, if we 
do not believe them. 

How unhapplly have the ſeveral Parties of Chri- 
ſtians been diſputing for many Ages, who, if they 
could but have found out this intelligible Demonſtration, 
(from the Caſe of an erroneous Conſcience) would 
have ſeen the Abſurdity of pretending to neceſſary 
Doctrines, and inſiſting, upon Church-Communion ; 
but it muſt be acknowledged your Lordſhip's new- 
invented Engine for the Deſtruction of Churches; and 
it may be expected the good Chriſtians of. no Church 
will return your Lordſhip their Thanks for it. 

Your Lordſhip has thought it a mighty Objection 
to ſome Doctrines in the Church of England, that 
the Papiſts might make ſome Advantage of them : 
But yet your own Doctrine defgggs all Communions 
alike, and ſerves the Few and S9mian, &c. as much 
as any other ſort of People. Tho? this ſufficiently 
appears, from what has been already ſaid, yet that 
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it may be ſtill more obvious to the common Senſe of 

every one, I ſhall. reduce theſe Doctrmes to Practice, 

and ſuppoſe, for once, that your Lordſhip intends 

to convert a Few, a Quaker, or Socinian. 
Nov in order to make a Convert of any of them, 
ttheſe Preliminary PROPOSITIONS are to be firſt 

laid down according to your Lordſhip's Doctrine. 

Some Propoſitions for the — of true 
Religion. 

Propoſition I. That we are neither more or leſs in 
the Favour of God, for living in any particular Me- 
thod or Way of Worſhip, but purely as we are ſin- 
cere, Preſerv. p. 90. 

Prop. II. That no Church ought to unchurch ano- 
ther, or declare it out of God's Favour, Preſerv. 

, 85. | 
Prop. III. That nothing loſes us the Favour of 
God, but a wicked Inſincerity, bid. 

Prop. IV. That a conſcientious Perſon can be in 
no Danger for being out of any particular Church, 
. p. 90. 

rop. V. That there is no ſuch Thing as any real 
Perfection or Excellency in any Religion, that can 
juſtify our adhering to it, but hat all is founded in 
il our perſonal Perſuaſion; which your Lordſhip thus - 
„ proves: When we left the P epiſh Doctrines, was it be- 
5 cauſe they were actually . No; The Reaſon 
was, becauſe we thought them jo. Therefore if we 
might leave the Church of Rome, not becauſe her 
Doctrines were corrupt, but becauſe we thought 
them ſo, then the ſame Reaſon will juſtify any one 
elſe, in leaving any Church, how true ſoever its Do- 
Etrines are; and conſequently there is no ſuch Thing 
as any real Perfection or Excellency in any Religion 
conſider'd in it ſelf, but is right or wrong according 
to our Perſuaſions about i it, Preſerv. p. 85. 

Prop. VI. That Chrift is ſle King and Lawgiver 
in his Kingdom, that no Men have any * of 

egi- 


5 * 


161 

Legiſlation in it; that if we would be good Mem- 
bers of it, we muſt ſhew our ſelves Subjects of Chriſt 
alone, without any Regard to Man's Judgment. 

Prop. VII. That as Chriſt's Kingdom is not of 
this World, ſo when worldly Encouragements are 
annexed to it, theſe are ſo many Diviſions againſt 
Chriſt and his own expreſs Word, Serm. p. 11, 

Prop. VIII. That to pretend to know the Hearts 
and Sincerity of Men, 1s Nonſenſe and Abſurdity 
Serm. p. 93. | 

Prop. IX. That God's Graces are only to be re- 
ceived immediately from himſelf, Serm. p. 89. 

Theſe, my Lord, are your Lordſhip's own Pro- 
poſitions, expreſſed in your own Terms, without 
any Exaggeration. 

And now, my Lord, begin as ſoon as you pleaſe, 
either with a Quaker, Socinian, or Few; uſe any 
Argument whatſoever to convert them, and you 
ſnall have a ſufficient Anſwer from your own Pro- 
poſitions. 

Will you tell the Je that Chriſtianity is neceſſary 
to Salvation? He will anſwer from Prop. I. That 
Wwe are neither more or leſs in the Favour of God, for 
living in any particular Method or Way of Worſhip, 
but purely as we are ſincere. 

Will your Lordſhip tell him, that the Truth of 
Chriſtianity is ſo well aſſerted, that there is no Ex- 
cuſe left for Unbelievers? He will anſwer from 
Prop. V. That all Religion is founded in perſonal Per- 

ſuaſion; that as your Lordſbip does not believe that 
Chriſt is come, becauſe he is actually come, but becauſe 
you think he is come; ſo be does not disbelieve Chriſt be- 
cauſe he is not actually come, but becauſe he thinks he is 
not come. So that here, my Lord, the Few gives as 
good a Reaſon why he is not a Chriſtian, as your 
Lordſhip does why you are not a Papiſt. 

If your Lordſhip ſhould turn the Diſcourſe to a 
Puaker, and offer him any Reaſons for embracing 
the 
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the Doctrine of the Church of England, you can't 
poſſibly have any better Succeſs ; any one may fee 


from your Propoſitions, that no Argument can be 


urg*d but what your Lordſhip has there fully an- 
ſwered. For ſince you allow nothing to the Truth 
of Doctrines, or the Excellency of any Communion 
as ſuch, it is demonſtrable that no Church or Com- 
munion can have any Advantage above another, 
which 1s abſolutely neceſſary in order to perſuade any 
ſenſible Man to exchange any Communion for ano- 
ther. 

Will your Lordſhip tell a Quaker that there is any 
Danger in that particular Way that he is in? 

He can anſwer from Prop. I, III, and IV. That a 
conſcientious Perſon can't be in any Danger for being out 
of any particular Church. 

Will your Lordſhip tell him that his Religion is 
condemned by the univerſal Church? 

He can anſwer from Prop. II. That no Church ought 
to unchurch another, or declare it out of God's Favour, 

Will you tell him that Chriſt has inſtituted Sacra- 
ments as neceſſary Means of Grace, which he neglects 
to obſerve? | 

He will anſwer you from Prop. IX. That God's 
Graces are only to be received immediately from him- 
ſelf. And to think that Bread and Vine, or the 
ſprinkling of Water, is neceſſary to Salvation, is as 
abſurd, as to think any Order of the Clergy is ne- 
ceſſary to recommend us to God. 

Will your Lordſhip tell him that he diſpleaſes 


God, by not holding ſeveral Articles of Faith, 


which Chriſt has required us to believe? 
He can reply from Prop. III. That nothing loſes us 
the Favour of God but a wicked Injincerity., And from 


Prop. V. That as your Lordſhip believes ſuch 


Things, not becauſe they are actually to be believ'd, 
but becauſe you think ſo; ſo he disbelieves them, 
not becauſe they are actually falſe, but becauſe he 

thinks ſo. | Will 


* 
* 
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Will your Lordſhip tell him he is inſincere? 
He can reply from Prop. VI. That to aſſume to 


know the Hearts and Sincerity of Men, is Nonſenſe and 


N 
ill your Lordſhip tell him that he ought to con- 
form to a Church eftabliſh'd by the Laws of the 
Land? | 

He can anſwer from Prop. VIII. That this very 
Eſtabliſhment is an Argument againſt Conformity; 
For as Chriſts Kingdom is not of this World, fo when 
worldly Encouragements are annexed to it, they are ſo 
many Deciſions againſt Chriſt, and his own expreſs 
Words. And from Prop. VII. That ſeeing Chriſt is 
fole King and Laugiver in his Kingdom, and no Men 
have any Power of Legiſlation in it, they who would be 
good Members of it, muſt ſhew themſelves Subjects to 
Chriſt alone, without any Regard to Man's Judgment. 

I am inclin'd to think, my Lord, that it is now 
demonſtrated to the common Senſe of the Laity, that 
your Lordſhip cannot urge any Argument, either 
from the Truth, the Advantage, or Neceſſity of em- 
bracing the Doctrines of the Church of England, to 
either 7ew, Heretick, or Schiſmatick, but you have 
help*d him to a full Anſwer to any ſuch Argument, 
from your own Principles. 


Are we, my Lord, to be treated as popiſbly af- | 


fected for aſſerting ſome Truths, which the Papiſts 
Join with us in aſſerting? Is ita Crime in us not to 


drop ſome neceſſary Doctrines, becauſe the Papiſts 


have not dropt them? If his is to be popiſhly af- 
fected, we own the Charge, and are not for being 
ſuch true Proteſtants, as to give up the Apoſiles Creed, 
or lay aſide the Sacraments, becauſe they are receiv*d 
by the Church of Rome. I cannot indeed charge 
your Lordſhip with being well affected to the Church 
of Rome or of England, to the Fews, the Quakers, 
or Socinians; but this I have demonſtrated, and will 
undertake the Defence of it, that your Lordſhip's 

7 | Principles 
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Principles equally ſerve them all alike, and don't 


give the leaſt Advantage to one Church above ano- 
ther, as has ſufficiently appear'd from your Prin. 
ciples, / 


Il will no more fay your Lordſhip is in the Intereſt 


of the Quakers, or Socinians, or Papiſts, than J 
would charge you with being in the Intereſt of the 
Church of England; for as your Doctrines equally 
ſupport them all, he ought to ask your Lordſhip's 
Pardon, who ſhould declare you more a Friend to 
one than the other. 

I intended, my Lord, to have conſidered another 
very obnoxious Article in your Lordſhip's Doctrines 
concerning the Repugnancy of temporal Enccurage- 
ments to the Nature of Cbriſt's Kingdom ; but the Con- 


ſiſtency and Reaſonableneſs of guarding this ſpiri- 


tual Kingdom with human Laws, has been defended 
with ſo much Perſpicuity and Strength of Argu- 
ment, and your Lordſhip's Objections ſo fully con- 
futed by the judicious and learned Dean of Chicheſter, 
that I preſume this Part of the Controverſy is finally 
determined. | 

I hope, my Lord, that I have delivered nothing 
here that Tex any Excuſe or Apology to the Laity, 
that they will not be perſuaded, through any vain 
Pretence of Liberty, to make themſelves Parties 
againſt the firſt Principles of Chriſtianity ; or ima- 
gine, that whilſt we contend for the poſitive Inſti- 
tutions of the Goſpel, the Neceſſity of Church- 
Communion, or the Excellency of our own, we are 
robbing them of their natural Rights, or interfering 
with their Privileges. Whilſt we appear in the 
Defence of any part of Chriſtianity, we are engag'd 
for them in the common Cauſe of Chriſtians, and I 


am perſuaded better Things of the Laity, than to 


believe that ſuch Labours will render either our Per- 
ſons or Poſſeſſions hateful to them. Your Lordſhip 


has indeed endeavoured to giye an invidious Turn to 
| the 
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the Controverſy, by calling upon the Laity to aſſert 
their Liberties, as if they were in Danger from the 


Principles of Chriſtianity. But, my Lord, 
what Liberty does any Layman loſe, by our aſſert- 
ing, that Church-Communion is neceſſary? What Pri- 
vilege is taken from them by our teaching the Dan- 
ger of certain Ways and Methods of Religion? Is | 
a Man made a Slave becauſe he is caution'd againſt ; 

the Principles of the Quakers, againſt Fanaticiſin, i 


Popery, or Socinianiſm ? Is he in a State of Bondage 
becauſe the Sacraments are neceſſary, and none but i 
epiſcopal Clergy ought to adminiſter them? Is his 


Freedom deſt roy'd becauſe there is a particular Or- 
der of Men appointed by God to miniſter in holy | 
Things, and be ſerviceable to him in recommencing 1 
him to the Favour of God? Can any Perſons, my 
Lord, think theſe Things Breaches upon their Li- 
berty, except ſuch as think the Cõmmandments a 
Burden ? Is there any more Hardſhip in ſaying thou 
ſhalt keep to an epiſcopal Church, than thou ſhalt 
be baptiz d? Or in requiring People to receive par- 
ticular Sacraments, than to believe particular Books 
of Scripture to be the Word of God ? If ſome other 
Advocate for the Laity ſhould, out of Zeal for their 
Rights, declare that they. need not believe one halt 
of the Articles in the Creed, if they would bur aſ- 
ſert their Liberty, he would be as true a Friend, and 
deſerve the ſame Applauſe, as he who ſhould aſſert 
the Neceſſity of Church-Communion is inconſiſtent 
with the natural Rights and Liberties of Mankind, 
Iam, my Loxp, 
Cc 


Dur Lordſbip's moſt N 
Humble Servant, 
William Law. 
J - OR 
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TJ Hope your Lordſhip will not think it unnatural 
or impertinent, to offer here a Word or two in 
Anſwer to ſome Objections againſt my former Letter. 
To begin with the Doctrine of the uninterrupted 
Succeſſion of the Clergy. 

1 have, as I think, prov'd that there is a divine 
Commiſſion requir*d to quality any one to exerciſe 
the prieſtly Office, and that ſeeing this divine Com- 
miſſion can only be had from ſuch particular Perſons 
as God has appointed to give it, therefore it is ne- 
ceſſary that there ſhould be a continual Succeſſion of 
ſuch Perſons, in order to keep up a commiſſion'd 
Order of the Clergy. For if the Commiſſion it ſelf 
be to deſcend through Ages, and diſtinguiſh the 
Clergy from the Laity ; it is certain the Perſons who 
alone can give this Commiſſion, mult deſcend thro? 
the ſame Ages, and conſequently an uninterrupted 
Succeſſion is as neceſſary as that the Clergy have a 
divine Commiſſion. Take away-this Succeſſion, and 
the Glergy may as well be ordain'd by one Perſon as 
another; a Number of Women may as well give 
them a divine Commiſſion, as a Congregation of any 
Men; they may indeed appoint Perſons to officiate 
in holy Orders, for the Sake of Decency and Order; 
but then there 1s no more in it, than an external De- 
cency and Order; they are 8 more the Prieſts of 
God, than thoſe that pretended to make them ſo. 
It we had Joſt the Scriptures, it would be very well 
to make as good Books as we could, and come as 
near them as poſſible ; but then it would be not only 
Folly, but Preſumption, to call them the Word of 
God. But I proceed to the Objections againſt the 
Doctrine of an uninterrupted Succeſſion. 

Firſt, It is ſaid, that there is no mention made of 


it in Scripture, as having any Relation to the Being 
of a Church. | 1 Se- 
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Secondly, That it is ſubject to ſo great Uncertainty, 


that if it be neceſſary we can't now be ſure we are in 
the Church. | 


Thirdly, That it is a popiſh Doctrine, and gives 


them great Advantage over us. 


'?P 

I begin with the e Objection, that there is no 

mention made of it in the Scriptures, which tho? I 

think I have ſufficiently anſwer'd in this Letter, I 
ſhall here farther conſider. 


Pray, my. Lord, is it not a true Doctrine, that 
the Scriptures contain all Things neceſſary to Salvation? 


But, my Lord, it is no where expreſly ſaid, that the 


Scriptures contain all Things neceſſary to Salvation. It 
is no where ſaid, that no other Articles of Faith need 
be believed. Where does it appear in Scripture that 
the Scriptures were writ by any divine Command ? 
Have any of the Goſpels or Epiſtles this Authority 
to recommend them? -Are they neceſſary to be be- 
liev'd, becauſe there is any Law of Chriſt concern-- 
ing the Neceſſity of believing them? es 

May I reje& this uninterrupted Succeſſion, becauſe 
it is not mention'd in Scripture? And may I not as 
well reject all the Goſpels? Produce your Authority, 
my Lord, mention your Texts of Scripture, where 
Chriſt has hung the Salvation of Men upon their be- 
lieving that St. Matthew or St. John wrote ſuch a 
Book ſeventeen hundred Years ago. Theſe, my. 
Lord, are Niceties and Trifles which are not to be 
found in Scripture, and conſequently have nothing; 
to do with the Salvation of Men. 3 


Now if nothing be to be held as neceſſary, but 


what is expreſly requir*d in ſo many Words in Scrip- 
ture, then it can never be prov*d that the Scriptures, 
themſelves are a ſtanding Rule of Faith in all Ages, 
fince it is no where expreſly aſſerted, nor is it an 
where ſaid, that the Scriptures ſhould be continued 
as a Rule of Faith in all Ages. Is it an Objection 
againſt the Neceſſity 5 a perpetual Succeſſion 1 
- dhe 
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the Clergy, that it is not mention'd in the Scripture? 
And is it not as good a one againſt the Neceſſity of 
making Scripture the ſtanding Rule of Faith in all 
Ases, 1 it is never ſaid that they were to be con- 
tinu'd as a ſtanding Rule in all Ages? If Things are 
only neceſſary for being ſaid to be ſo in Scripture, 
then all that are not thus taught are equally unne- 
ceſſary, and conſequently it is no more neceſſary that 
the Scripture ſhould be a fix'd Rule of Faith in all 
Ages, than that there ſhould be Biſhops to ordain in 
all Ages. 

Again, Where ſhall we find it in Scripture, that 
the Sacraments are to be continued in every Age of 
the Church? Where is it ſaid that they ſhall always 
be the ordinary Means of Grace neceſſary to be ob- 
ſerv*d? Is there any Law of Chriſt, any Text of 
Scripture, that expreſly aſſerts, that if we leave the 
Uſe of the Sacraments, we are out of Covenant with 
God? Is it any where directly ſaid, that we muſt 
never lay them aſide, or that they will be perpetually 
neceſſary ? No, my Lord, this is a Nicety and Trifle 
not to be found in Scripture: There is no Streſs laid 
there upon this Matter, but upon Things of a quite 
different Nature. ; 

I now preſume, my Lord, that every one who has 
common Senſe plainly ſees, that if this Succeſſion of 
the Clergy be to be deſpis'd, becauſe it is not ex- 
preſly requir'd in Scripture; it undeniably follows, 
that we may reje& the Scriptures, as not being a 
ſtanding Rule of Faith in all Ages; we may diſuſe the 
Sacraments, as not the ordinary Means of Grace in all 
Ages; ſince this is no more mentioned in the Scrip- 
tures, or expreſly requir'd, than this uninterrupted 


Succeſſion. 


If it be a good Argument againſt the Neceſſity of 
iſcopal Ordainers, that it is never ſaid in Scripture 
that there ſhall always be ſuch Ordainers ; it is cer- 


tainly as concluſive againſt the Uſe of the Sacra- 
ments 
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ments in every Age, that it is no where ſaid in Scrip- 
ture they ſhall be uſed in all Ages. 

If no Government or Order of the Clergy be to 
be held as neceſſary, becauſe no ſuch Neceſſity is aſ- 
ſerted in Scripture; it is certain this concludes as 
ſtrongly againſt Government, and the Order it ſelf, as 
againſt any particular Order. For it is no more ſaid 
in Scripture that there ſhall be an Order of Clergy, 
than that there ſhall be any par/icular Order; there- 
fore if this Silence proves againſt any particular 
Order of Clergy, it proves as much againſt Order 
it jlf 

Should therefore any of your Lordſhip's Friends 
have ſo much Church-Zeal as to contend for the Ne- 
ceſſity of ſome Order, tho? of no particular Order 
he muſt fall under your Lordſhip's Diſpleaſure, and 
be prov*d as meer a Dreamer and Trifler, as thoſe 
who aſſert the Neceſſity of epiſcopal Ordination. 
For if it be plain that there need be no epi/copal Clergy, 
becauſe it is not ſaid there ſhall always be epiſcopal 
Clergy 3 it is undeniably plain that there need be 10 
Order of the Clergy, ſince it is no where ſaid, there 
ſhall be an Order of Clergy : Therefore whoever 
ſhall contend for an Order of Clergy, will be as 
much condemn'd by your Lordſhip's Doctrine, as 
he that declares for the epiſcopal Clergy. 

The Truth of the Matter is this; if nothing is to 
be eſteemed of any Moment, but counted as mere 
Trifle and Nicety among Chriſtians, which is not ex- 
preſly requir'd in the Scriptures; then it is a Trifle and 
Nicety, whether we believe the Scripture to be a 
ſtanding Rule of Faith in all Ages, whether we uſe 
the Sacraments in all Ages, whether we have any 
Clergy at all, whether we obſerve the Lord's Day, 
whether we baptize our Children, or whether we go 
to publick Worſhip ; for none of theſe Things are 
expreſly- required in ſo many Words in Scripture. 
But if your Lordſhip, with the reſt of the Chriſtian 
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World, will take theſe Things to be of Moment, 


and well prov'd, becauſe they are founded in Scrip- 


ture, tho' not in expreſs Terms, or under plain Com- 
mands; if you will acknowledge theſe Matters to be 
well aſſerted, becauſe they may be gather'd from 
Scripture, and are confirm'd by the univerſal Pra- 
ctice of the Church in all Ages, (which is all the 
Proof that they are capable of) I don't doubt but it 
will appear, that this /ucce//ive Order of the Clergy is 
founded on the ſame Evidence, and ſupported by as 
great Authority, ſo that it muſt be thought of the 
ſame Moment with theſe Things by all unprejudic'd 
Perſons. 

For, my Lord, tho? it be not expreſly ſaid that 
there ſhall always be a Succeſſion of epiſcopal Clergy, 
yet it is a Truth founded in Scripture it ſelf, and aſ- 
ſerted by the univerſal Voice of Tradition in the firſt 
and ſucceeding Ages of the Church, 

It is thus founded in Scripture : There we are 


taught that the Prieſthood is a poſitive Inſtitution; 


that no Man can take this Office unto himſelf; that 
neither gur Saviour himſelf, nor his Apoſtles, nor 
any other Perſon, however extraordinarily endow*d 
with Gifts from God, could, as ſuch, exerciſe the 
prieſtly Office, till they had God's expreſs Com- 
miſſion for that Purpoſe. Now how does it appear, 
that the Sacraments are poſitive Inſtitutions, but that 
they are conſecrated: to ſuch Ends and Effects, as of 
themſelves they were no way qualified to perform ? 
Now as it appears from Scripture that Men, as ſuch, 
owever endow*d, were not qualified to take this 


Office upon them without God's Appointment ; it 


is demonſtratively certain, that Men ſo call'd are as 
much to be eſteem'd a poſitive Institution, as Elements 
ſo choſen can be call'd a poſitive Inſtitution. All the 
perſonal. Abilities of Men conferring no more Autho- 


rity to exerciſe the Office of a Clergy man, than the 


natural Qualities « of Water to make a SACrament : 
; So 
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So that the one Inſtitution is as truly poſitive as the 
other. 

Again, The Order of the Clergy is not only a po- 
ſitive Order inſtituted by God, but the different De- 
grees in this Order is of the ſame Nature. For we 
find in Scripture, that ſome Perſons could perform 
ſome Offices in the Prieſthood, which neither Dea- 
cons nor Prieſts could do, tho? thoſe Deacons and 
Prieſts were inſpir*d Perſons, and Workers of Mi- 
racles. Thus Timothy was ſent to ordain Elders, ba- 
cauſe none below his Order, who was a Biſhop, could 


perform that Office. Peter and John laid their Hands 


on baptiz'd Perſons, becauſe neither Prieſts nor Dea- 
cons, tho' Workers of Miracles, could execute that 
Part of the ſacerdota! Office. 

How can we imagine that the Apoſtles and Biſhops 
thus diſtinguiſh'd themſelves for nothing? That there 
was the ſame Power in Deacons and Prieſts to execute 
thoſe Offices, tho? they took them to themſelves ? 
No, my Lord; if three Degrees in the Miniſtry are 
inſtituted in Scripture, we are oblig'd to think them 


as truly diſtinct in their Powers, as we are to think 


that the Prieſthood it ſelf contains Powers that are 
diſtin& from thoſe of the Laity. It is no more con- 
ſiſtent with Scripture, to ſay that Deacons or Prieſts 
may ordain, than that the Laity are Prieſts or Dea- 
cons, The fame divine Inſtitution making as truly 
a Difference betwixt the Clergy, as it does betwixt 
Clergy and Laity. 

Now if the Order of the Clergy be a divine poſitive 
_ Inſtitution, in which there are different Degrees of 
Power, where ſome alone can ordain, Sc. whilſt 
others can only perform other Parts of the ſacred 


Office; if this (as it plainly appears) be a Doctrine 


of Scripture, then it is a Doctrine of Scripture, that 
there is a Neceſſity of ſuch a Succeſſion of Men as 
have Power to ordain. For do the Scriptures make 
it neceſſary that Timothy (or ſome Biſhop) ſhould be 
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ſent to Epheſus to ordain Prieſts, becauſe the Prieſts 
who were there could not ordain? And do not the 
ſame Scriptures make it as neceſſary, that Timothy's 
Succeſſor be the only Ordainer, as well as he was in 
his Time? Will not Prieſts in the next Age be as 
deſtitute of the Power of ordaining, as when Ti- 
mothy was alive? So that ſince the Scriptures teach, 

that 7imuby, or Perſons of his Order, could alone 
ordain in that Age, they as plainly teach, that the 
Succeſſors of that Order can alone ordain in any 
Age, and conſequently the Scriptures plainly teach 
a Neceſſity of an epiſcopal Succeſſion. 

The Scriptures declare there is a Neceſlity of a 
divine Commiſſion to execute the Office of a Prieſt ; 
they alſo teach, that this Commiſſion can only be 
had from particular Perſons: Therefore the Scrip- 
tures plainly teach, there is a Neceſſity of a Succeſſion 
of ſuch particular Perſons, i in order to keep up a truly 
commiſſion'd Clergy. 

Suppoſe when Timothy was ſent to Epbeſus to ordain 
_ Elders, the Church had told him, We have choſe 
Elders already, and laid our Hands upon them 
that if he alone was allowed to exerciſe this Power, 
it might ſeem as if he alone had it; or that Mini- 
ſters were the better for being ordain'd by his parti- 
cular Hands; and that ſome Perſons might imagine 
they could have no Clergy, except they were or- 
dain'd by him, or ſome of his Order; and that ſee- 
ing Chriſt had no where made an expreſs Law, that 
ſuch Perſons ſhould be neceſſary to the Ordination 
of the Clergy ; therefore they rejected this Authority 
of Timothy, leſt they ſhould ſubject themſelves to 
Niceties and Triffes. 

Will your Lordſhip ſay, that ſuch a Practice 
would have been allow'd of in the Epheſians ? Or 
that Miniſters ſo ordained would have been receiv'd 
as the Miniſters of Chriſt ? If nor, why muſt ſuch 
Practice or r ſuch Miniſters be allow'd of in any After- 
ages 


: 


— 


731 


ages? Would not the ſame Proceeding againſt any 
of Timothy's Succeſſors ha ve deſerv*d the ſame Cenſure, 
as being equally unlawful ? If therefore the Scripture 
condemns al} Ordination but what is epiſcopal, the 
Scriptures make a Succęſſion of epiſcopal Ordainers ne- 
ceſſary. So that I hope, my Lord, we ſhall be no 
more told that this is a Doctrine not mention'd in 
Scripture, or without any Foundation in it. 

The great Objection to this Doctrine is, that this 
epiſcopal Order of the Clergy is only an apoſtolical 
Practice; and ſeeing all apoſtolical Practices are not 
binding to us, ſure this need not. 

In Anſwer to this, my Lord, I ſhall firſt ſhew, 
that tho? all apoſtolical Practices are not neceſſary, 
yet ſome may be neceſſary. Secondly, That the di- 
vine unalterable Right of Epiſcopacy is not founded 
merely on apoſtolical Practice. 

To begin with the t; The Objection runs thus, 
Al apoſtolical Practices are not unalterable or obligatory 
to us, therefore no apoſtolical Practices are. This, m 
Lord, is juſt as theological, as if I ſhould ſay all 
Scripture-Truths are not Articles of Faith, or Fun- 
damentals of Religion, therefore noScripture- Truths 
are: Is not the Argument full as juſt and ſolid in one 
Caſe as the other? May there not be the ſame Dif- 
ference between ſome Practices of the Apoſtles and 
others, that there is betwixt ſome Scripture- Truths 
and others? Are all Truths equally important that 
are to be found in the Bible? Why muſt all Practices 
be of the ſame Moment that were apoſtolical? Now 
if there be any Way, either divine or human, of 
knowing an Article of Faith, from the ſmalleſt 
Truth, or moſt indifferent Matter in Scripture, they 
will equally affiſt us indiſtinguiſhing what apoſtolical 
Practices are of perpetual Obligation, and what are 
not. But it is a ſtrange Way of Reaſoning, that ſome 
People are fallen into, who ſeem to know nothing of 
Modrration, but jump as conſtantly out of one Ex- 
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tream into another, as if there was no ſuch Thing as 
a middle Way, or any ſuch Virtue as Moderation. 
Thus either the Church muſt have an abſolute uncon- 
trolable Authority, or none at all; we mult either hold 
all apoſtolical Practices neceſſary, or none at all. 

Again, If no apoſtolical Practices can be unalter- 
able, becauſe all are not, then no apoſtolical Doctrines 
are neceſſary to be taught in all Ages, becauſe all 
apoſtolical Doctrines are not; and we are no more 
oblig'd to teach the Death, SatisfaFion, and Reſur- 
rection of Jeſus Chriſt, than we arc oblig*d to forbid 
the eating of Blood and Things ſtrangled. "If we muſt 
thus blindly follow them in all their Practices, or 
elſe be at Liberty to leave them in all, we mult for 
the ſame Reaſon implicitly teach all their Doctrines, 
or elſe have a Power of receding from them all. 

For if there be any Thing in the Nature of Do- 
Frines, in the Tenor of Scripture, or the Senſe of 
Antiquity, whereby we can know the Difference of 
ſome Doctrines from others, that ſome were occaſional 
temporary Determinations, ſuited to particular States 
and Conditions in the Church, whillt others were 
ſuch general Do#?rines as would concern the Church 
in all States and Circumſtances ; if there can be this 
Difference betwixt apoſtolical Do#7rines, there muſt 
neceſſarily be the ſame Difference betwixt apoſtolical 
Practices, unleſs we will ſay, that their Practices were 
not ſuited to their Doctrines. For occaſional Doctrines 
mult produce occaſional Practices. 

Now may not we be oblig'd by ſome Practices of 


the Apoſtles, where the Nature of the Thing, and 


the Conſent of Antiquity, ſhew it to be equally ne- 
ceſſary and important in all Ages and Conditions of 
the Church, without being ty'd down to the ſtrict 
Obſervance of every Thing which the Apoſtles did, 
tho? it plainly appears that it was done upon acci- 
dental and mutable Reatons? Can we not be oblig'd 
to obſerve the Lord's Day from apoſtolical Prafie, 

without 
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without being equally oblig'd to doc the Doors where 
we are met, becauſe in the Apoſtles Time they lockꝰ'd 
them for Fear of their Enemies. 

My Lord, we are to follow the Pradlices of the 
Apoſtles, as we ought to follow every Thing elſe, 
with Diſcretion and Judgment, and not run headlong 
into every Thing they did, becauſe they were Apo- 
ſtles, or yet think that becauſe we need not practiſe 
after them in every Thing, we need do it in nothing, 
We beſt imitate them, when we act upon ſuch Rea- 
ſons as they acted upon, and neither make their occa- 
ſional Practices perpetual Laws, nor break through 
ſuch general Rules as will always have the /ame Rea- 
ſen to be obſerv'd, 

If it be ask'd how we can know what Practices 
muſt be obſerv'd, and what may be laid aſide? I an- 
ſwer, as we know Articles of Faith from leſſer 
Truths; as we know occaſional Doctrines from perpe- 
tual Doctrines; that is, from the Nature of the 
Things, from the Tenor of Scripture, and the Teſti- 
mony of Antiquity. 

Secondly, It is not true, that the divine unalterable 
Right of Epiſcopacy is founded merely upon apoto- 
lical Practice. 

We do not ſay that Epiſcopacy cannot be changed 
merely becauſe we have apoſtolical Practice for it, but 
becauſe ſuch is the Nature of the Chriſtian Prieſt- 
hood, that it can only be continu'd in that Method, 
which God has appointed for its Continuance. Thus 
Epiſcopacy is the only inſtituted Method of continu- 
ing the Prieſthood ; therefore Epiſcopacy is un- 
changeable, not becauſe it is an apoſtolical Practice, 
but becauſe the Nature of the I hing requires it: A 
"ard Inſtitution being only to be continu'd in that 

ethod which God has appointed; ſo that it is the 
Nature of the Prieſthood, and not the apoſtolical 
Practice alone, that makes it neceſſary to be conti- 
nued. The apoſtolical Practice indeed ſhews, that 


Epiſ- 


r 
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Epiſcopacy is the Order that is appointed, but it is 
the Nature of the Prieſthood that aſſures us that it is 
unalterable: And that becauſe an Office which is of 
no Significancy, but as it is of divine Appointment, 
and inſtituted by God, can no otherwiſe be continu'd 
but in that Way of Continuance which God has ap- 
pointed. 

The Argument proceeds thus: The Chriſtian 
Prieſthood 1s a divine poſitive Inſtitution, which as 
it could only begin by the divine Appointment, ſo it 
can only deſcend to After-ages in ſuch a Method as 
God has been pleaſed to appoint. | 

The Apoſtles (and your Lordſhip owns, Chriſt 
was in all that they did“) inſtituted Epiſcopacy alone, 
therefore this Method of Epiſcopacy 1s unalterable, 
not becauſe an apoſtolical Practice cannot be laid aſide, 
but becauſe the Prieſthood can only deſcend to After- 
ages in ſuch a Method as is of divine Appointment. 

So that the Queſtion is not fairly ſtarted, when it is 

ask'd whether Epiſcopacy, being an apoſtolical Pra- 
Qice, may be laid aſide? But it ſhould be ask'd whe- 

ther an inſtituted particular Method of continuin 
the Prieſthood be not neceſſary to be 8 
Whether an appointed Order of receiving a Com- 
miſſion from God be not neceſſary to be obſerv'd, in 
order to receive a Commiſſion from him? If the 
* 4 Caſe was thus ſtated, as it ought, to be fairly ſtated, 
any one would ſoon perceive, that we can no more 
lay aſide Epiſcopacy, and yet continue the Chriſtian 
Prieſthood, than we can alter the Terms of Salvation, 

and yet be in Covenant with God. 

I come now, my Lord, to the ſecond Objection, 
That this uninterrupted Succeſſion is ſubject to ſo great 
Uncertainty, that if it be neceſſary, we can never ſay that 
we are in the Church. 

I know no Reaſon, my Lord, why it is ſo uncer- 
tain, but becauſe it is founded upon * 
| ence, 
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dence. Let it therefore be conſider'd, my Lord, that 
Chriſtianity it ſelf is a Matter of Fad only convey'd 
to us by hiſtorical Evidence. 

That the Canon of Scripture is only made known to 


us by hiſtorical Evidence; that we have no other Way 
of knowing what Writings are the Word of God; 


and yet the Truth of our Faith, and every other 
Means of Grace depends upon our Knowledge and 
Belief of the Scriptures. Muſt we not declare the 
Neceſſity of the Succeſſion of Biſhops, becauſe it can 
only be prov'd by hiſtorical Evidence, and that for 
ſuch a long Tract of Time? 

Why then do we declare the Belief of the Scrip- 
tures neceſſary to Salvation? Is not this equally put- 
ting the Salvation of Men upon a Matter of Fat. 
ſupported only by hiſtorical Evidence, and making it 
depend upon Things done ſeventeen hundred Years 
ago? Cannot hiſtorical Evidence ſatisfy us in one 
Point, as well as in the other? Is there any Thing in 
the Nature of this Succeſſion, that it can't be as well 
aſſerted by hiſtorical Evidence, as the Truth of the 
Scriptures? Is there not the ſame bare Poſſibility in 
the Thing it ſelf, that the Scriptures may in ſome im- 
portant Points be corrupted, as that this Succeſſion 
may be broke? But is this any juſt Reafon why we 
ſhould believe, or fear, that the Scriptures are cor- 
rupted, becauſe there is a phylical Poſſibility of it, 


tho? there is all the Proof that can be requir*d of the 


contrary? Why then mult we ſet aſide the Neceſſity 
of this Succeſſion from a bare Poſſibility of Error, tho? 
there is all the Proof that can be requir'd, that it 
never was broken, but ſtrictly kept up? 

And tho* your Lordſhip has told the World fo 
much of the Improbability, Nonſenſe, and Abſurdity of 
this Succeſſion, yet I promiſe your Lordſhip an An- 
ſwer whenever you ſhall think fit to ſhew, when, or 
how, or where, this Succeſſion broke, or ſcem'd to 
break, or was /ikely to break. 2 
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And till then, I ſhall content my ſelf with offering 
this Reaſon to your Lordſhip, why it 1s morally im- 
Poſſible it ever ſhould have broken in all that Term of 
Years, from the Apoſtles to the preſent Times. 

The Reaſon is this; it has been a receiv*d Doctrine 
in every Age of the Church, that no Ordination was 
valid but that of Biſhops: This Doctrine, my Lord, 
has been a conſtant Guard upon the epiſcopal Succe/- 
fion ;, for ſeeing it was univerſally believ'd that Bi- 
ſhops alone could ordain, it was morally impoſſible that 
any Perſons could be receiv'd as Biſhops, who had 
not been ſo ordain'd. 

Now is it not morally impoſſible that in our Church 
any one ſhould be made a Biſhop without epiſcopal 
Ordination ? Is there any Poſſibility of forging Or- 
ders, or ſtealing a Biſhoprick by any other Strata- 
gem? No, it is morally impoſſible, becauſe it is an 
acknowledg'd Doctrine amongſt us, that a Biſhop 
can only be ordain'd by Biſhops. Now as this Do- 
ctrine muſt neceſſarily prevent any one being a Bi- 
ſhop without epiſcopal Ordination in our Age, ſo it 
mult have the ſame Effect in every other Age as well 
as ours; and conſequently it 1s as reaſonable to be- 
lieve that the Succeſſion of Biſhops was not broke in 
any. Age ſince the Apoſt les, as that it was not broke 
in our own Kingdom within theſe forty Years. For 
the ſame Doctrine which preſerves it forty Years, 
may as well preſerve it forty hundred Years, it it was 
equally believ'd in all that Space of Time. That 
this has been the conſtant Doctrine of the Church, I 
preſume your Lordſhip will not deny; I have not 
here enter*d into the hiſtorical Defence of it; this and 
indeed every other Inſtitution of the Chriftian Church 
having been lately ſo well defended from the eccleſi- 


aſtical Records by a very excellent and judicious 
Writer.* 


* Original Draught of the Primitive Church. 
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We believe the Scriptures are not corrupted, be- 
cauſe it was always a received Doctrine in the Church 
that they were the „landing Rule of Faith, and becauſe 
the Providence of God may well be ſuppos'd to pre- 
ſerve ſuch Books as were to convey to every Age the 


Means of Salvation. The ſame Reaſons prove the 


great Improbability that this Succeſſion ſhould ever 
be broke, both becauſe it was always againſt a re- 
ceiv'd Doctrine to break it, and becauſe we may 
juſtly hope the Providence of God would keep up his 
own Inſtitution, | 

I muſt here obſerve, that tho* your Lordſhip 
often expoſes the Impoſſibility of this Succeſſion, 
yet at other times, even you your ſelf, and your 
Advocates, aſſert it. Thus you tell us, That the 
Papiſts have one regular Appointment or uninterrupted 
Suceeſ on of Biſhops undefid with the touch of Lay- 
bands.“ 

Is this Succeſſion then ſuch an improbable impoſſible 
Thing, and yet can your Lordſhip aſſure us that it 
is at Rome; that tho? it be ſeventeen hundred Years 
old there, yet that it is a true one? Is it ſuch Ab- 
fardity, and Nonſenſe, and every Thing that is ridi- 
culous, when we lay Claim to it; and yet can your 
. Lordſhip aſſure us that it is not only poſſible to be, 
but actually is in Being in the Church of Rome? 
What Arguments or Authority can your Lordſhip 
produce to ſhew that there is a Succeſſion there chac 
will not equally prove it to be here? 7 

You aſſert expreſly, that there is a true Succef on 
there; you deny that we have it here; therefore 
your Lordſhip muſt mean, that we had not epiſcopal 
Ordination when we ſeparated from the Church of 
Rome. And here the Controverſy mult reſt betwixt 
vou and your Adverſaries, whethcr we had epiſcopal 
Ordination then ; for as your Lordſhip has expreſly 

b affirm'd 


* Preſervative, p. 80. 
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affirm'd that there is this uninterrupted Succeſſion 
in the Church of Rome, it is impoſſible that we 
ſhould want it, unleſs we had not epiſcopal Ordi- 
nation at the Reformation. | 

Whenever your Lordſhip ſhall pleaſe to appear in 
Defence of the Nag's-Head Story, or any other Pre- 
tence againſt our epiſcopal Ordination when we de- 

arted from Rome, we ſhall beg Leave to ſhew our 
ſelves ſo far true Proteſtants, as to anſwer any Popiſb 
Argument your Lordſhip can produce. 

Here let the common Senſe of the Laity be once 
more appeal'd to: Your Lordſhip tells them that 
an uninterrupted Succeſſion is improbable, abſurd, and 
morally ſpeaking, impeſſible, and, for this Reaſon, 
they need not trouble their Heads about it; yet in 
another Place you poſitively affirm, that this true 
uninterrupted Succeſſion is actually in the Church of 
Rome: That 1s, they are to deſpiſe this Succeſſion, 
becauſe it never was, or ever can be, yet are to be- 
lieve that it really is in the Romiſh Church. My 
Lord, this comes very near /aying and unſaying, to 


the great Diverſion of the Papiſts. Muſt they not 


laugh at your Lordſhip's Proteſtant Zeal, which 
might be much better call'd the Spirit of Popery ? 
Muſt they not be highly pleas'd with all your Banter 
and Ridicule upon an uninterrupted Succeſſion, when 
they ſee you ſo kindly except theirs: And think it 
only Nonſenſe and Abſurdity, when claim'd by any 
other Church? Surely, my Lord, they muſt con- 
ceive great Hopes of your Lordſhip, ſince you have 
here rather choſe to contradict your ſelf, than not 
vouch for their Succeſſion : For you have ſaid it is 
morally impoſſible, yet affirm that it is with them. 

The third Objection againſt this uninterrupted Suc- 
ceſſion is this, that it is a Popiſb Dotirine, and gives 
Papiſts Advantage over us. | 

The Objection proceeds thus, We muſt not aſſert 
the Neceſſity of this Succeſſion, becauſe the Papiſts 


ſay 


811 


fay it is only to be found with them. 1 might add, 
becauſe ſome mighty zealous Proteſtants ſay ſo too. 

But if this be good Argumentation, we ought not 
to tell the Jews, or Deiſts, &c. that there is any 
Neceſſity of embracing Chriſtianity, becauſe the 
Papiſts ſay Chriſtians can only be ſaved in their 
Chur ch. | | 

Again, We ought not to inſiſt upon a true Faith 
becauſe the Papiſts ſay that a true Faith is only in 
their Communion. So that there is juſt as much 
Popery in teaching this Doctrine, as in aſſerting 
the Neceſſity of Chriſtianity to a Few, or the Ne- 
ceſſity of a right Faith to a Socinian, &c. 

I ſhall only trouble your Lordſhip with a Word 
or two concerning another Point in my former Let- 
ter. I there prov'd that your Lordſhip has put the 
whole of our Title to God's Favour upon Sincerity, 
as ſuch, independent of every Thing elſe. That no 
Parity of Worſhip, no Excellence of Order, no 
Truth of Faith, no Sort of Sacraments, no Kind 
of Inſtitutions, or any Church, as fuch, can help 
us to the leaſt Degree of God's Favour, or give us 
the ſmalleſt Advantage above any other Commu- 
nion. And conſequently that your Lordſhip has ſet 
ſincere Fews, Quaters, Socinians, Muggletonians, 
and all Hereticks and Schiſmaticks, upon the fame 
Bottom, as to the Favour of God, with ſincere 
Chriſtians. 

Upon this, my Lord, I am calPd upon to prove 
that theſe ſeveral Sorts of People can be ſincere in 


your Account of Sincerity. To which, my Lord, 


I make this Anſwer, Either there are ſome ſincere 
Perſons among Fews, Quaters, Socinians, or any 
kind of Hereticks and Schiſmaticks, or there are not; 
if there are, your Lordſhip has given them the 
ſame Title to God's Favour, that you have to the 
ſincereſt Chriſtians ; if you will ſay there are no ſin- 
cere Perſons amongſt any of them, then your Lord- 
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ſhip damns them all in the Groſs ; for ſurely Cor- 
ruptions in Religion, profeſs'd with Unſincerity, 
will never fave People. 

I have nething to do to prove the Sincerity of any 
of them; if they are ſincere, what I have ſaid is 
true, if you will not allow them to be ſincere, you 
condemn them all at once. 

Again, I humbly ſuppos'd a Man might be ſin- 
cere in his religious Opinions, tho? it might be owing 
to ſome ill Habits, or ſomething criminal in himſelf, 
that he was fallen into ſuch or ſuch a Way of chink- 
ing. But it ſeems this is all Contradiction; and no 
Man can be ſincere, who has any Faults, or whoſe 
Faults have any. Influence upon his Way of thinking. 

Your Lordſhip tells all the Diſſenters, that they 
may be eaſy, if they are ſincere; and that it is the 
ny Ground for Peace and Satisfaction. But pray, 

y Lord, if none are to be eſteem'd ſincere, but 
thoſe who have no Faults, or whoſe Faults have no 
Influence upon their Perſuaſions, who can be aſſur'd 
that he is /cere, but he that has the leaſt Pretence 


to it, the proud Phariſee ? If your Lordſhip or your 


Advocates were deſir'd to prove your Sincerity, ei- 


ther before God or Man, it muſt be for theſe Rea- 


ſons, becauſe you have no ill Paſſions or Habits, na 
faulty Prejudices, no paſt or preſent Vices that can 
have any Effect upon your Minds. My Lord, as 
this is the only Proof that any of you could give of 

our own Sincerity in this Meaning of it, fo thevery 
Pretence to it would prove the Want of it. 
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My 


Beg leave to trouble your Lord- 
ſhip and the World once more 


7 With 1 cmarks upon the Do- 
1 vich my R P 


ctrines you have lately delivered. 
Your Sermon and Preſervative 
I have already confider'd in the moſt impa + 
tial manner I could; and ſhall now examine 
your Anſwer to the Repreſentation of the 
Learned Committee, both as ir is an Anſwer 
to that, and as it contains Opinions con- 


trary to the fundamental Articles of Chri- 


ſtianity. ” 
I have leſs need of excuſing to your Lord- 
ſnip this third Addreſs, ſince you can fo euſi- 


ly acquit your ſelf from the Trouble of ma- 


king any Reply to whatever comes from me. 
It ſeems I have too {mall a Reputation to de- 
ſerve your Notice; but if the Dean of Chi- 
cheſter would but declare for the Dottrines 
delivered in my * and put but a 5 

| Fl? 


(2) 


tte of his Reputation upon the iſſue, then, 
you ſay, you would ſubmit to the Employ- 
ment of an Anſwer “. 

My Lord, I readily confeſs that I have 
neither Reputation nor Learning, nor any 74. 
tle to recommend me to your Lordſhip's No- 
tice; but I muſt own that I thought the 
very want of theſe would, in your Opinion, 
qualify me to make better Enquiries into Re- 
ligious Truths, and raiſe your Eſteem of me 
as a Correſpondent in theſe Matters. For you 
expreſſly declare, that zf Learning or Litera- 
ture 17 fo be mmtereſted in this Debate, then 
the moſt learned Man has certainly a Title 
to be the Univerſal Judge f. So that no 
Man ought to ſhew any Regard to Learning, 


as a Dalification in religious Diſputes, unleis 


he will own that the moſt learned Man has a 
Title to be a Pope, or, as you expreſs it, the 


Unzverſal Fudge. Vet your Lordſhip in ſpight 


of this Proteſtant Doctrine ſo lately delivered, 
has deſpiſed and overlook'd all my Opinions 
in Religion merely for my want of Character 
and Learning, and has promis'd to undertake 


the needleſs Task of examining thoſe Opini- 


ons with another Gentleman merely upon 
account of his Charafer and Reputation. 
So that tho? it is perfect Popery, and making 
the moſt learned Man the univerſal Judge, to 


— * 
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* Anſw. to Condit. of our Saviour vindicated, p. 112. 


allow 


T Anſw, to Repr. p. 99. 
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allow any thing to Learning; yet your Lord- 
ſhip is ſo true a Proteſtant, and pays lo great 
a Regard to Learning, that you will nor ſo 
much as examine a Doctrine with a Perſon of 
no Character for Learning. 

Again you lay; Nothing has been ſeen to 
adminiſter ſo many Doubts and Differences 
(in Religion) as Learning *; and that ane 
are ſeen to be leſs ſecure from Error than 
learned Men. 

Now, Is it not ſtrange, my Lord, that af- 
ter this noble Declaration againſt Learning, as 
the greateſt Cauſe of Doubts and Differences, 
this extraordinary Preference given to {gno- 
rance, as a more likely Guide to Truth, you 
ſhould deſpiſe any one as below your Notice 
in religious Diſputes, becau'e he wants That 
Learning which ſo blinds the Underſtanding ? 
Can you aſcribe thus much Honour to Learn- 
ing, which in your Opinion does ſo much 
Diſhonour to Religion? Will you itereſt 
thoſe Qualities in this Debate, which if they 
are allow'd tg have any Intereſt in it, will 
make the Man of the greareſt Abilities rhe 
Vniver ſal Judge. 

Again; As a farther Reaſon why you have 
taken no notice of me, you ſay, as conſide- 
rable a Writer as Mr. Law ts; I hope the 
Committee, as a Body, are much more conſi- 
derable in the Dean's Eyes; 1 am ſure, 


—_——} 
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(4) 
they are in mine: And the Dean himſelf I 
have thought a much more conſiderable Wri. 
ter than Mr. Law, and ſi have ſpent all my 
time upon Him and the Committee. 

Now, my Lord, tho” I readily acknowledge 
this ro be excceding true, and have io far at 
leaſt a juſt Opinion of my elf, as to be afraid 
to be compared to much leis Perſons than 
the Dean, or any of the learned Committee; 
yer my Lord, this Reaſon, which, if urg'd 

y any one elſe, might paſs for a good one, 
cannot be urg'd by you, without contradict- 
ing a Principal Doctrine maintain'd in your 
Anſwer to the Repreſentation. For there 
you bid us /ook into the Popiſh Countries; 
and ſee whether one illiterate honeſt Man be 
not as capable of judging for himſelf” in Re- 
l:gion, as all their learned Men united; e- 


ven ſuppoſing them met together iu a Gene- 
ral Council, with all poſſible Marks of Ho- 


| temnity and Grandeur *, 


Here we ſee a Perſon merely for his want 
of Literature, made as good a Judge in Re- 
ligion, as a General Council of the moſt 
learned Men acting with the utmoſt Solem- 
nity. We ſee a Council in its utmoſt Perfe- 
ction contemptuouſly compared to, and even 
made leſs conſiderable than a private illiterate 
Perſon. And this we may fairly ſuppoſe was 
intended to ſhew your Contempt of the 


— 


— 
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Engliſh Convocation. But a few Weeks after, 
when you had another Deſign in your Hcad. 
you tell us to this purpoſe, that you difre- 
garded the Writings of a ſingle Perſon of no 
Figure in the learned World, to pay your Re- 
ſpect to the Committee as a Body, which, as 
ſach, is much more conſiderable in your Eyes. 
So that here an 2//zterate Perſon is made a 
great Judge in Religion in regard to a Body 
of learned Men, becauſe he is illiterate ; and 
here that ſame Perſon is made of no Conſide- 
ration in Points of Religion in regard to a 
Body of learned Men, merely becauſe he is 
private and illiterate. | 

It will be of no Advantage to your Lord- 
ſhip, to fay, that you have only reply'd to 
the Dean, in relation ro me, in the /ame 
Words which he us'd to you, in relation to 
Mr. Sykes. 

For, my Lord, that Reply might be pro- 
per enough from the Dean, if he judg'd right 
of Mr. Sykes's Performance; it being very 
reaſonable to overlook an Adverſary who has 
neither Truth, Abilities, or Reputation to ſup- 
port his Cauſe. 

But tho' this might be right in the Deau, 
who pays a true Regard to the Authority and 
Learning of great Men, yet it cannot be de- 
fended by your Lordſhip, For tho' my Learn- 
ing or Reputation were ever ſo low, they are 
ſo far from unqualifying me for religious En- 
quiries, that if you would ſincerely ſtand to 
* B 3 what 


(5) 


what ydu have ſaid, you ought, for the want 
of theſe very Accompliſhments, to eſteem me 
the more, and even chuſe me out as a Corre- 
ſpondent in this Debate. 

But however, without any farther Regard 
to the Opinion your Lordſhip has either of 
me or my Abilities, I ſhall proceed to the 


moſt impartial Examination of your Book that 
I poſlibly can. | 


— 


Of the Nature of the Church. 


0 begin with your Lordſhip's De- 
5 ſcription of a Church; The Num- 
er of Men, whether ſmall or great, 

=== whether diſperſed or united, who 
truly and ſincerely are Subjects to Chriſt a- 
tone in Matters of Salvation“. 

The Learned Committee calls this your Lord- 


ſhip's Deſcription of a Church. 


Your Lordſhip anſwers; I wonder to hear 
this calld my Deſtription of A Church; 


whereas I pretend, in thoſe Words, to de- 
ſeribe no other, but The Univerſal Inviſible 


Church. It zs a Deſcription, not of A Church, 
in our modern way of ſpeaking ; but of The 
Church, the Inviſible Church of Chriſt F. 


— — — 
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* Serm. p. 17. Anſw. to Repr. p. 70. 


May 


He, 

May not we alſo wonder, my Lord, that 
you ſhould ſo deſcribe The Church, that ir 
will not bear being call'd 7 Church ? If I 
ſhould ſay it is a Deſcription of no Church, 
J have your Lordſhip's Confeſſion, that it is 
not A Church; ſo that it is ſomething be- 
twixt 4 Church and no Church, that is, it is 
The Church. 

Suppoſe, my Lord, ſome body or other 
ſhould have a mind to be of your Church, if 
he betakes himſelf ro A Church, he is wrong; 
you don't mean 4 Church, but The Church. 
Your Lordihip owns that this is not a Dc- 
ſcription of a Church in the modern way of 
peaking ; I humbly preſume to call upon your 
Lordſhip to ſhew that it is a Deſcription ac- 
cording to the ancient way of ſpeaking. To 
call the Number of Believers the Inviſible 
Church, is a way of ſpeaking no more to be 
found in the Scriptures, than rhe Company 
of Pre- Adamites. 

There is no doubt of it an Inviſible Church, 
i. e. a Number of Beings which are in Covenant 
with God, who are not to be ſeen by hu- 
man Eyes; and we may be ſaid to be Mem- 
bers of this Iuvifiblèe Church, as we are en- 
tituled to the ſame Hopes and Expectations. 
But to call the Number of Men and Women 
who believe in Chriſt and obſerve his Iuſti- 
tutions, whether diſperſed or united in this 
viſible World, to call theſe The Inviſible 
Church, is as falſe and grouudleſs as to call 
| hat „ them 
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them the Order of Angels, or the Church of 
Seraphims. The Profeſſion of Chriſtians is 
as viſible as any other Profeſſion, and as much 
declar'd by viſible external Acts. And it is 
as proper to call a Number of Men practiſing 
Law or Phyjick, an Inviſible Society of 
Lawyers and Phyſicians, as to call the Church 
on Earth the [nvz/ible Church. For all thoſe 
Acts and Offices which prove People to be 
Chriſtians, or the Church of Chriſt, are as vi- 
ſible and notorious, as thoſe which prove 
them to be of any particular ſecular Employ- 
ment. Would it be proper to call the Num- 
ber of Infidels and Idolaters the Inviſible. 
Church of the Devil ? Are they not viſibly 
undcr the Dominion of the Powers of Dark- 
nels? Are they not viſibly out of Chriſt's 
Church? Muſt it not therefore be as viſible 
who is in this Church, as who is not in it? 
If any one ſhould rell us that we are to 
belicve Inviſible Scriptures, and obſerve Invi- 
{ible Sacraments, he would have juſt as much 


Reaſon and Scripture of his ſide as your Lord- 


ſhip has for this Doctrine. And it would be 
of the ſame Service to the World to talk of 
theſe Tnvi/tbilitres, if the Canon of Scripture 
was in diſpute, as to deſcribe this Iuviſible 


Church, when the Caſe is, with what Y7/ible 
Church we ought to unite. . gt 


Our Saviour himſelf tells us, that the King- 
dom of Heaven is like unto a Net that was 
caſt into the Sea, and gathered of "” 
. 8 kind; 


69) 


kind ; which, when it was full, they drew 


to ſhore and ſat down, and gathered the good + © 


mto Veſſels, but caſt the bad away. And 


then lays fo ſhall it be at the end of the 


World. 


This, my Lord, is a Deſcription of the 
State of Chriſt's Church given us by himſelf. 
Is there any thing in this Deſcription that 
ſhould lead us to take it for an Iuviſible King- 
dom, that conſiſts of one particular ſort of Peo- 
ple inviſibliy united to Chriſt ? Nay, is it not 
the whole Intent of this Similitude to teach us 
the contrary, that his Kingdom is ro conſiſt 

of a Mixture of good and bad Subjects till 
_ the end of the World? The Kingdom of 
Chriſt is ſaid here to rf its Members, as 
a Net gathers a// kinds of Fiſh; it is chiefly 
compar'd to it in this reſpect, becaule ir gathers 
of all kinds; which I ſuppoſe is a ſufficient De- 
claration, that this Kingdom conſiſts of Subjects 
good and bad, as that the Net that gathers of 
every kind of Fiſh, rakes good and bad Fiſh. 
Let us ſuppoſe that the Church of Chriſt was 
this Jnviſible Number of People united to 
Chriſt by ſuch internal inviſible Graces; is it 
poſſible that a Kingdom conſiſting of this one 
articular fort of People inviſibiy good, ſhould 
e like a Net that gathers of every kind of 
Fiſh ? If it was to be compar'd to a Net, it 
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ought to be compar'd to ſuch a Net, as gathers 
only of one kind, vig. good Fiſh, and then it 
might repreſent to us a Church that has but 
one ſort of Members. 

But ſince Chriſt, who certainly underſtood 
the Nature of his own Kingdom, has declar'd 
that it is like a Net that gathers of every kind 
of Fiſh; it is as abſurd to ſay, that it con- 
ſiſts only of one kind of Perſons (vig. the 
inviſibly good) as to ſay, that the Net which 
- gathers of every kind, has only of one kind 
in it. Farther; when it was full they drew 
it to ſhore, and gathered the good into Veſ- 
ſels, but cat the bad away; ſo ſhall it be 
at the end of the World. Now as it was the 
bad as well as the good Fiſh which fill'd the 
Net, and the Church is compar'd to the Net 
in this reſpect; ſo it is evident that bad Men 
as well as good are Subjects of this Kingdom. 
And I preſume they are Members of that 
Kingdom which they fill up, as ſurely as the 
Fiſh muſt be in the Nez before they can fill 
it. All theſe Circamſtances plainly declare 
that the Church or Kingdom of Chriſt ſhall 
conſiſt of a Mixture of good and bad People 
to the end of the World. 

Again; Chriſt declares hat the Kingdom 
of Heaven is like to a certain King which 
made a Marriage for his Son, and ſent his 
Servants out into the High-ways who ga- 
ther'd together all as many as they Jon 
both. 


1 


both good and bad, and the Wedding was 
filld with Gueſts *. | AN 
Nothing can be more evident than that the 
chief Intent of this Parable is to ſhew that 
the Church of Chriſt is to be a Mixture of 
good and bad People to the end of the World. 
It is like a Feaſt where good and bad Gueſts 
are entertain'd; but can it be like ſuch a Feaſt 
if only the iaviſibly virtuous are Members of 
it? It the Subjects of this Kingdom are of 
one inviſible kind, how can they bear any 
Reſemblance to a Feaſt made up of all kinds 
of Gueſts? Nay, what could be thought of, 
more unlike to this Kingdom, if it was ſuch a 
Kingdom as you have repreſented it? 
How could our bleſſed Saviour have more 
directly guarded againſt ſuch a Deſcription of 
his Kingdom as your Lordſhip has given us, 
than he has done in theſc Parables ? He 
compares it to a Quantity of good and bad 
Fiſh in a Net, to a Number of good and bad 
Gueſts at a Feaſt. Are there any Words that 
could more fully declare his Meaning to be, 
that his Kingdom conſiſted of good and bad 
Subjects? Could any one more directly con- 
tradict this Account of our Saviour, than by 
ſay ing that his Kingdom is an inviſible King- 
dom conſiſting of a particular ſort of — 
inviſibly virtuous? 
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Your Lordſhip profeſſes a mighty Regard 
for the Scriptures, and a great Diſlike to all 
Doctrines that are not deliver'd there; pray, 
my Lord, produce but ſo much as one Text 
of Scripture; tell us the Apoſiie or Evange- 
liſt that ever declar'd the Number of Believers 
whether diſperſed or united on Earth, to be 
the Univerſal Inviſible Church; thew us any 
one Paſſage in Scripture which teaches us, that 
none are of the Church of Chriſt, but thoſe 
who have ſuch Iuviſible Virtues and cannot 
be known to be ſo. 

There is as much Authority from Scripture 
to prove that the Church is a Kingdom with- 
out any Subjects, as that they are only of it, 
who have ſuch Inviſible Graces. And it is as 
eaſy to prove from thoſe ſacred Writings, that 
neither Chriſt or his Apoſtles were ever Viſi- 
ble on Earth, as that the Number of People 
on Earth who believe in Chriſt conſtitute the 
Inviſible Church. 

In the Parables above mention'd it is out 
of all doubt that our Saviour deſcribes his 
Univerſal Kingdom or Church: It is alſo 
certain that the *Onzver/al Inviſible Church, 
which you call Chriſt's Church, cannot be 
this Unzver/al Church that is made up of a 
Mixture of good and bad Members. I there- 
fore beg of your Lordſhip to let us know 
where Chriſt has taught us, that he has two 
*Onziverſal Churches on Earth; for if you 
cannot ſhew that he has declared that 22 
? TNCIC 
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theſe two Univerſal Churches, you muſt al- 
low that this which you have deſcribed, is a 
Church of your own ſetting up, not only 
without any Authority, but even againſt the 

_ expreſs Word of Scripture. A 

Your Lordihip ſays that the Doctrines 
which the Learned Committee have condemn- 
ed, if they be of that evil Tendency, muſt 
be fo wither with Regard to the Univerſal 
Inviſible Chu ch, made up of all thoſe who 
ſincerely in their Hearts believe in Chriſt ; 
or with reſp: to the Univerſal Viſible 
Church maue up of all, who in all Coun- 
tries (whether ſincerely or inſincerely) open- 
ly profeſs to believe in Chris, or with reſpect 
to ſome particular Viſible Church“. 

It may be juſtly expected, my Lord, that 
you ſhould ſhew us ſome Grounds for this Di- 
ſtinction. Where does our blefſed Lord give 
us ſo much as the leaſt Hint that he has 
founded two Univerſal Churches on Earth ? 
Did he defcribe his Church by halves when 
he liken'd it to a Net full of all kinds of Fiſh ? 
Has he any where let us know that he has a- 
nother Univerſal Kingdom on Earth beſides 
this, which in the Variety of its Members is 
he a Net full of all forts of good and bad 
Fiſh. 

Let your Lordſhip,if you can,ſhew any Subtil- 
ties in Popery which are more of human Inven- 


* — 


4 _— CO 7 N — üjDD — 
6 — — —_] el _ 


* Anſw, to Repr. p. 5. N HS 
rh 1 dion, 


614 
tion, or more contrary to Scripture than this 
refin'd Diſtinction. The Opus Operatum in 
the Sacraments, the temporal Satisfactions for 
Sins, Works of Supererogation, or any of the 
niceſt Arts of Jeſuitiſin are not leſs founded 
in Scripture than this nice Diſtinction, of in- 
juring either the *Onzver/al Inviſible, or the 
*Ontverſal Viſible, or a particular Viſible 
Church. For, my Lord, the Church of Chriſt 
is as truly one and the ſame Church, as the 
Sacrament of Baptiſm is one and the ſame 
Baptiſm; and he no more inſtituted ſeveral 
lorts of Churches than he inſtituted ſeveral 
kinds of Baptiſm. 

Pray, my Lord, therefore be no longer an- 
ory at Human Arts in Religion; why may 
not Popery have its Peculiarities in Doctrine 
as well as your Lordſhip ; the Church of Rome, 
with all its Additions and Corruptions, and 
pompous Ornaments, is as much like the 
Church as it was in the Apoſtles Times, as 
your Inviſible Church is like that which 
Chriſt declared ro be his Church. When 
they ſet out the Church as Iafallible, they 
do but reaſon like your Lordſhip, when you 
deſcribe it as Invi/ible. . 

That there are good and bad Church men, 
is paſt all doubt; but that People are of the 
Church by means of Iuviſiblèe Virtues, is as 
falſe as that only good Men came to the Feaſt 
in the Goſpel. We are aſſur'd that many are 
called, but few are choſen; 2. e. that __ 
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ſhall be made Members of Chriſt's Church, 
but few ſhall be faved; and who theſe few 
are that truly work out their Salvation, may 
be 7nvi/ible to us; but thoſe many that were 
call'd, that is, who were in the Church, tho' 
they did not live up to all the Intents of 
Church-Communion, yet were as truly of 
the Church, as the bad Fiſh were really in the 
Net. 

Bur to proceed; I ſhall illuſtrate this Reply 
of your Lordſhip concerning an 'Unzver /al 
Viſible, and Univerſal Inviſible, and par- 
ticular Viſible Church, with the following 
Inſtances. 

Let us ſuppoſe any one was charg'd with 
writing againſt the Sacraments; if he ſhould 
with your Lordſhip reply, that this Charge 
againſt him muſt either relate to *Onzver ſal 

i/ible Sacraments, or Univerſal Inviſible 
Sacraments, or particular Viſible Sacra- 
ments, he would have juſt as much Scripture 
or Reaſon to ſupport that Diſtinction, as your 
Lordſhip has for dividing the Church into U- 
arver/al Viſible and Unzver ſal Inviſible, and 
particular Viſible. For the Profeſſion of 
Chriſtianity, or Church-Memberſhip, is as ex- 
ternal and viſible a thing, as the Sacraments 
are external viſible Inſtitutions. So that ir 
is as contrary to Scripture, and as mere an 
human Invention to make Pretence of an U- 
#iverſal Inviſible Church, when the Diſpute 
is concerning Chriſt's Church on Earth, as it 
| is 
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is to have recourſe to Inviſible Sacraments, 
if the Queſtion was concerning CHriſt's Sacra- 
ments. 

They are both equally external and viſi- 


ble; and as the Sacraments may be receiv'd 


without any ſpiritual Advantage, ſo Perſons 
may be of the Church and yet not be ſav'd. 
And as the Sacraments are not leſs Sacra- 
ments, tho' they may not conyey the de- 
ſign'd Benefits to the Receiver; ſo neither 
are ſuch a Number of People not of the 
Church, tho' they do not obtain that Salva- 


tion which is the intended Conſequence of 


Church-Communion. 
Your Lordſhip cannot give any one Rea- 
ſon for introducing this Diſtinction with Re- 
ard to the Church, which will not equally 
old for the ſame Diſtinction in Regard to 
the Sacraments; and there is exactly the 
fame Qua ler and Fanaticiſin in one Doctrine 
as the other. 
For as it is the Sacraments which chiefly 
conſtitute the Church, ſo no Diſtinctions or 
Diviſions can with any tolerable Propriety be 


ap ly'd to the Church, but ſuch as may be 
a 


o apply'd to the Sacraments, that conſti- 
tute the Church. And therefore the Terms 
Vniverſal and Particular, Viſible and In- 
viſible, have no more to do with Chriſt's 
Church which he has inſtituted in zhis World, 
than with the two Sacraments which he alſo 
inſtituted, Baptiſin, and the Supper of the 
Lord. Again, 
1 


„ 
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Again, If any one was accus'd of writing 
againſt the Chriſtiau Revelation, he might 
anſwer with your Lordiltip, if this Accuſation 
be true, it muſt be ſo either with regard ro 
God's *Onrverſal Viſible Revelation in all 
the Canonical Books, or with Regard to his 
*Onzverſal Inviſtzls Revelation whereby he 
ſpeaks inwardly to all /rcere People, or 
with reſpect to ſome particular Part of his 
viſible Revelation. Let all the World judge 


whether if a Perſon ſo accus'd, ſhould make 


this Reply, it wou'd not plainly appear, ei- 
ther that he was a downright Euthuſlaſt, or a 
crafty Dealer in Cant and artificial Words. 
I am ſure your Lordihip cannot ſhew that 
you have more Authority to divide the 
Church on Earth into *Oz:zver ſal Liſible and 
Uni ver ſal Inviſible, and particular Viſible, 
than he had to divide the Chriſlian Revela— 


t 7200 into Viſible and Juviſible. Neither was 


it leſs to the purpoſe for ſuch a one to talk 
of Inviſible? Scriptures, if he was accus'd of 
denying the GG of St. John, than it is for 
your Lord hip under your preſent Accuſation 
to have recourſe to the [v:/e Church; bur 
your Lord:tip will find no Advantage in this 
Retreat. 

Again; Suppoſe a Perſon was charg'd with 
writing Treaſon againſt the Government, and 
in his Defence ſhould thus diſtinguiſh ; 7 be 
Treaſon that I am charg'd with againſt the 
Government, muſt relate either to Univerſal 

C Goyern- 
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Government in this World, or to *Univerſal 
Government in the rh Hold, or to ſome 
particular Government in this World. 

It would be as zngennons, as ſincere, and 
as pertinent for a Perſon thus accus'd to talk 
of Governments that had no relation to the 
Caſe, but in his own Imagination; as for 
your Lordſhip in the preſent Dilpute to talk 
of *On:zverſal Viſible, and Univerſal Iuviſi- 
ble, and particular Viſible Churches. For 
beſicies this; that there is no Foundation for 
ſuch a Diſtinction, yer if there was ſuch an 
Inviſible Church, how is it poſſible your Lord- 
ſhip ſhould hurt it? How is it poſſible the 
Learned Committee ſhould mean to charge 
you with injuring it? They might as well 
think your Lordſhip capable of forming a De- 
ſign ro arreſt « Party of Hpirits, as to attack 
an Inviſible Church that neither you nor they 
know any thing of or where to find. 

Your Lordſhip laith, That if you bave un- 
_ guſtly laid any thing down in this Deſerip- 
tio, of the Inviſible Church, to the Pre— 
judice or Injury of any Particular Viſible 
Church; you acknowledge that it ig your 
part to anſwer for it *. 

believe it appears already that your Lord- 
ſhip has a great deal to anſwer for upon this 
Head; and I {hall now farther ſhew that you 
have fer up this /nvi/eble Church in Oppoſi- 
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tion to all other Churches. whatever. This 
will appear from the following Paſſage in your 
Sermon; This Enquiry will bring us back to 
the firſt, which is the only true Account of 
the Church of Chriſt or Kingdom of Chriſt in 
the Mouth of a Chriſtian, viz. the Number of 
Men whether ſmall or great ®, &c. 

We have your Lordſhip's Confeſſion that 
you only here pretend to delcribe the Uni- 
ver/al Inviſible Church of Chriſt; you alſo 
here plainly declare, that 21 zs the only true 
Account of Chriſt's Church or Kingdom in 
the Mouth of a Chriſtian. 

Is not this, my Lord, expreſſly declaring 
that any other Account of Chriſt's Church is 


not a true one; for you ſay this is the 24 


rue one ? Is it not directly affirming that 
any other Deſcription of Chriſt's Church can- 
nor become the Mouth of a Chriſtian; tor 
you fay that this is the / true one in the 
Mouth of a Chriſtian? So that if we call 
the Univerſal Viſible Church, the Church of 
Chriſt, we give a falſe Account of Chriſt's 
Church, and ſuch a one as is unfit for the 
Mouth of a Chriſtian. 

Could your Lordſhip have thought of any 
thing more ſhocking, than to ſay that the De- 
ſcription of your Iuviſibhlèe Church is the only 
true Account of Chriſt's Church, and fit for 
the Mouth of a Chriſtian, when our Saviour 
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has given us a quite contrary Account of it 
from his own Mouth? He compares it to a 
Net full of good and bad Fiſh, to a Feaſt 
full of good and bad Gueſts ; this ſurely, my 
Lord, is not an Account of your Inviſible 
Church, where there are only Inviſible Mem- 
bers. Your Lordſhip cannot ſay that Chriſt 
has here deſcribed the Iuviſible Church; you 
directly ſay that your Deſcription of the Invi- 
ſible Church, is the only true Account of 
Chriſt's Church in the Mouth of a Chriſtian; 
and conſequently this Account which our Sa- 
viour himſelf has given of his Church, ſtands 
condemn'd by your Lordſhip as a falſe Ac- 
count of Chriſt's Church unfir for the Mouth 
of a Chriſtian. I appeal to the common 
Scenic of every Reader, whether I have laid 
any thing to your Charge, but what your 
own expreſs Words amount to. The ſhort is 
this; If Chriſt has in theſe Parables deſcrib'd 
the Unzverſal Church as Viſible, then it is 
plain that this Account of Chrilt's Church is 
a falſe one in the Mouth of a Chriſtian ; for 
you ſay your Account of the Inviſible Church 
is the only true Account of Chriſt's Church iu 
the Mouth of a Chriſtian; ſo that nothing 
can ſecure this Account which our Saviour has 
given of his Church from your Lordſhip's 
Cenſure; but ſhewing that it is the very ſame 
Account of the Inviſible Church that you 
have given; which I believe is more than 
your Lordſhip will undertake to prove; it 

being 
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being as hard to prove that a Net full of good 
and bad Fiſh, or a Feaſt full of good and bad 
Gueſts ſhould repreſent an Inviſible Kingdom 
of only one ſort of Subjects, as that the Net 
and Feaſt, tho' both l, ſhould repreſent a 
Kingdom that had not ve Subject in it. 

If a Faratick ſhould deſcribe the Chriſtian 
Sacraments, as Hiritual and Iuviſille Sa- 
craments, and then affirm that that was the 
only true Account of Chriſtian Sacraments 2 
the Mouth of a Chriſtian, could we charge 
him with leſs than writing againſt 4% Sacra- 
ments but Ixviſible Sacraments? It is juſt 
thus far that your Lordihip has proceeded a- 
gainſt the Ex/ernal Yi/ible Church; you 
have declar'd the Inviſible one to be the %% 
true Church, fit to be ſpoke of by a Chri- 
ſtian, which I think is laying down a Poſition 
highly injurious to the Viſible Church, fince 
it is here condemn'd as falſe in the Mouth of 
a Chriſtian. 

From all this it appears that the Learned 
Committee have juſtly dislik'd your Lordſhip's 
Deſcription of the Church of Chriſt. 

Firſt; As you deſcribe it as an Inviſible 
Church, directly contrary to the Scriprure Re- 
preſentations of it, as given by our Saviour 
himſelf. 

Secondly; As it is in Diſparagement of the 
Article of our Church, which gives quite a- 
nother Diſcription of the Church. 
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That the Church deſcrib'd in the Articli 
falls under your Lordſhip's Cenſure, is very 
plain. For you declare that your Deſcription 
of the Inviſible is the only true Account of 
Chriſt's Church; therefore the Deſcription in 


the Article cannot be a true one, hecaulc it is 


different from yours, which is the only truc 
One. | 

Secondly; You declare that you conſider 
the Church under this Deſcription, vVzz. as 
Inviſible, becaule every other Notion of it, 
is made up of inconſiſtent Images“: Therc- 
fore the Account of the Church in the Arti- 
cle is thus inconſiſtent. 

Now what docs your Lordihip anſwer here? 
Only this, that the Article ſpeaks of the 


| Viſible Church, and you ſpeak of the Invift- 


ble one}. 
This Anſwer, my Lord, proves the Charge 


upon you to be juſt. For ſince you own 


that you dcicribe another Church than that 
which is delcrib'd in the Article, and expreſſly 
affirm that your Account of this other Church 
is the only rue Acconnt of Chriſt's Church 
in the Mouth of a Chriſtian ; you plainly 
declare that the other Church is a falſe one 
in the Mouth of a Chriſtian. Vet your Lord- 
ſhip reſts ſatisfy'd with this Reply, as if you 
had clear'd your felf by it. Whereas this is 
the very Charge ittelt, That you have de- 
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{crib'd the Church otherwiſe than it is in the 
Article, and have call'd this rent and new 
Account of it the only true Acconnt of it; 
and if it be the only trac one, then that 
which is given in the Article muſt be a falſe one. 
Your Lordfhip g goes on, The Article de- 
clares what tt ts, that makes every ſich 
Congrezation, the Viſible Church of Chrift ; 
and 1 deſc ribe what it 1s _ makes ever 
particular Man, a Member of Chriſt's Uni- 
yerſal Inviſible Church. The Article de- 
ſeribes thoſe outward Acts, which are neceſ- 
fary to make a Viſible Chur ch; and I de- 
ſeribe that inward Sincerity, ard Regard to 
Chriſt himſelf, which make Men Members 
of the Inviſible Church of Chriſt. And where 
i the Contradiction contained iu all this *? 
Suppole, my Lord, any one ſhould affirm 
that there is a Farere. Inviſible Biſhop of 
Bangor, who is the ey true Biſhop of Ban- 
gor in the Mouth of a Chriſtian. Would 
your Lordſhip think here was no Reflection 
intended upon your ſelf? Would you think 
this Account no Coutradiction to your Right 
as Biſhop of Bangor ? Docs your Lord! Tip 
believe ſuch an Affertion could come from a- 
ny one that own'd your Right to your 54. 
ſhoprick, and was a Friend to you in it ? 
Would you imagine that nothing was meant 
againſt you, becauſe the other Biſhop was 
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ſaid to be Invi/ible? Your Lordſhip can't 
but know, that tho' he is ſaid to be Inviſible, 
yet if he is the true Biſhop of Bangor iu the 
Mouth of a Chriſtian, then any other Biiho 
of Bangor, whether Viſible or Inviſible, wal 
be a falſe one in the Mouth of a Chriſtian. 

Thus it is your Lordſhip has dealt with 
the Viſible Church; you have {et another up 
as the only true Church, and yet think all is 
well; that there is no Contradiction, becauſe 
you call this other an Iuviſible Church; 
whercas if it be the only true Church, it 
contradicts every other Church in the higheſt 
Senſe. And tho' it don't contradict it as a 
Viſible Church, yet it docs as a Tu Church, 
which 1s of more Conſequence. 

Your Lordſhip here puts a Queſtion in fa- 
| vour of the Viſible Church. Can it be ſup- 
6 poſed by this learned Body, that a Man's be- 
1 ing of the IJuviſible Church of Chriſt, is in- 
1 conſiſtent with his goyning himſelf with any 
i Viſible Church“? | 
1 No, my Lord, it can't be ſuppos'd. It 
can't be ſuppos'd by any Body that a Mar's 
being of the Inviſible Church is inconſiſtent 
with his joyning himſelf to the Royal So- 
ciety or College of Phyſicians. But pray, 
my Lord, is this all that your Inviſible Church 


will allow of? Dare your Lordſhip proceed 
no farther, than only to grant that it is 20 
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* Anſw. to Repr. p. 79. T 
con- 


1 

Inconſiftency, uo Contradittion for a Member 
of your Inviſible Church to join with any 
Viſible Church? If you would ſucerely thew 
that you have ſaid nothing to the Prejudice 
of the Viſible Church, you ought to declare 
that the Members of your Iuviſihle Church, 
may not only coxſrf7ently join with that which 
is Viſible, but that it is their DA, and that 
they are ohliged to join with it in order to be 
of yours that is [zvz/ib/e. For if you have 
ſet up an [nvz/eble Church, which will excuſe 
its Members from being of any that is Viſi— 
ble, then you have plainly deſtroy'd it, by 
making it uſeleſs. And it is but a poor Apo- 
logy for it to ſay there is no /nconſiſtency in 
joining with it, after yon have made it need- 
leſs and unneceſſary to join with it. And it 
will be pretty difficult to give a conſiſtent 
Reaſon why any Perſon ſhould join himſelt 


to a ncedlels Church. | 


Your Lordſhip has here made great Diſco- 
veries of the Nature of your /2vz/4b/e Church, 
which appears to have nothing ve or ex- 
ternal in it. 

For firſt, you declare that the Article de- 
ſcribes one Church and you another. Bur 
how does this appear © How does your Lord- 
ſhip prove this? 1*. Becauſe the Article de- 
clares what it is that makes every ſuch Con- 
gregation the Viſible Church *, Now, my 


* Anſw, to Repr. p. 79. 
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Lord, if this ſhews that the Article does not 
deſcribe your Church, then it is plain that 
the Article here deſcribes /omerhmg that docs 
not belong to your Church; for it it equally 
belong'd to your Church, it could be no 779 
that it did not deſcribe your Church. But 
you expreſily ſay that ir deſcribes a different 
Church from yours; therefore it mult deſcribe 
ſomething that does not belong to yours. 

Now if that which makes any Congrega- 
tion the Viſible Church, be nor 98 to 
make Perſons Members of your Church, it 
follows that they may be Members of yours, 
without being of 2 Hiſible Church. 

Again; Another Reaſon why the Article 
does not deſcribe your Inviſible Church is 
this; Becaulc it deſcribes h. outward Adds, 
which are neceſſary to make a Viſible Church. 
Theſe outward Acts are, the Preaching the 
pure Word of God, and admniniſtring the Ca- 
craments. Now, my Lord, ſceing theſe out- 
ward Acts ſhew that the Church here de— 
{crib'd is not your Iuviſihle Church, does 
not this cyidently declare that ſuch out ward 
Acts, are not neceſſary to your Church ? 
For if they did equally belong ro both 
Churches, and were alike neceſſary to them, 
how could they more deſcribe one than ano- 
ther? But you ſay, it is the mentioning of 
theſe outward Acts, that ſhews that your Ju- 
viſible Church is not deſcrib'd; therefore it is 
plain that you don't include theſe , 
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(27) 
Acts as cilential to your Inviſible Church, 
and conſequently it is a Church to which nci- 
cher public Worſhip, nor viſible Sacra- 
ments are neceſſary. For if theſe outward 
Acts are neceſſary to your Iuviſible Church, 
why docs not your Lordſhip mention them as 
juch? You own you deſcribe what it is that 
makes every particular Man a Member of the 
1nvifible Church; yet you not only rake no 
notice of theſe outward Acts, bat lay that 
the Article deſcribes not your Church, be- 
cauſe it mentions thefe outward Act, which 
is a Demonſtration that theſe outward Al 
do not belong to your Church. 

Farther; Whcu the Learned Committee 
had charg'd your Lordſhip with the Omiſſion 
of preaching the Word and adminſiring of 
the Sacraments, you anſwer, they might have 
added, He omits likewiſe the very publick 
Profeſſion of Chriſtianity. Aud is not the 


Reaſon plam? becauſe I was not {peaking 


of the Viſible Church; to which alone, as 
ſuch, viſible outward Signs, aud verbal 
Profeſſions belong : but of the *Ontver ſal In- 
viſible Church.” 

My Lord, the Reaſon is very plain, and 
it is as plain that it is not a good Reaſon. For 
if the preaching of the Word, the admmz- 


| firing of the Sacraments, and the publick 
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Profeſſion of Chriſtianity, be neceſſary to 
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make any one a Member of your [nvi/ible 
Church, then there was as good Reaſon to 
mention them in your Deſcription, as if you 
had been deſcribing the Viſible Church. 

If they are not neceſſary, then you have ſer 
up a Church excluſive of the Viſible Church. 
The Caſe ſtands thus; If theſe outward Acts 
be as neceſſary to make Perſons be of the In- 
viſible as of the Viſible Church, then they 
ought to come equally into the Deſcription 
of both Churches, being equally neceſſary to 
both: If you lay they are not equally neceſ- 
lary, then you muſt allow that there is no 
Neceſſity that the Members of your Church 
{hould be in any external Communion. 

It is therefore no Apology, to ſay that you 
deſcribe the Iuviſible Church, unleſs you will 
fay that a Man may be of it without any out- 
ward Atts, or Communion with any Viſible 
Church. If a Perſon may be of this Iuvuiſible 
Church without having any thing to do with 
Viſible Sacraments, or Worſhip in a Viſible 
Communion, then you haye an Excuſe why 
you did not mention thele ourward Profe f. 


[ns in your Delcription of the Church; bur 


if he cannot be of this Inviſible Communion 


without obſerving theie ourward Ordinances, 


then it was as neceſſary to mention thele 
outward Ordinauces in your Account of this 
Church, as if you had been deſcribing a Church, 
which conſiſted of nothing elſe but outward 
Ordinances. 


So 


„„ 

So that the ſhort of the Cale is tins; It 
the Obſervation of external Ordinances be 
not neceſſary to make Men Members of your 
Inviſible Church, then indecd there is a plain 
Reaſon why your Lordſhip ſhould omit them; 
and it is alſo plain that this Doctrine ſets aſide 
the Goſpel, if this Iuviſiblè Church, the on- 
ly true Church in the Mouth of a Chriſtian, 
be excus'd from Goſpel Ordinances. But if 
theſe external Ordinances be neceſſary to con- 
ſtitute the Inviſible Church, then there was 
as plain a Rcaſon to mention them, in the 
Deſcription of your Church, as if you had 
been deſcribing the Viſible Church. 

So that if your Lordihip will give a good 
plain Reaſon why you have omitted theſe 
outward Adi, it muſt be becauſe they don't 
belong to it; for otherwiſe the calling it In- 
viſible is no Excuſe, unleſs it has no occaſion 
for ſuch outward Performances. 

And indeed this has appear'd ro be your 
Doctrine in almoſt every Page, that you ſet 
up this Iuviſibie Church in Oppoſition to 
Outward and Viſihle Ordinances. For you 
all along ſet out the Oppoſition or Difference 
betwixt the Viſible and Inviſible Church in 
reſpect to external Ordinances : Thus the 
one is Viſible, becarnſe to it alone belong ex- 
ternal Signs, or verbal Profeſſions *. The 
other is Inviſible for the wan? of theſe - Yet 
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this Inviſible Church thus deſtitute, and ven 
neceſſarily deſtitute of external Ordinances, is 
by you call'd, the only true Church in the 
Mouth of à Chriſtian. 

One may, I acknowledge, caſily conceive 
in one's Mind a Number of People, whoſe 
Internal and Inviſible Graces may entitle them 
to the Favour of God; and theſe may be 
call'd an Iuviſible Number, or Congregation, 
or Church, becauſe it is Inviſible to us where 
it is, or how great it is. But then, my Lord, 
it is a great Miſtake if this Inviſible Church 
is oppos'd to, or diſtinguiſh'd from the V7. 
ble Church in reſpect of external Ordinances. 
For in theſe things they are both equally o- 
blig'd to be Viſible. And the Inviſible Church 
is not ſo call'd, in Contradiſtiuction to thoſe 
who attend Viſille Communions, and obſerve 
external Ordinances, but in Contradiſiim ion 
to thoſe who are zwnv/ibly bad, and are not 
what their external Profeſſion promiſes. This 
is the only Namber of People or Church, 
which the /7v2/25/e Church is oppos'd to. For 
as the Inviſible Church intends a Number ſo 
call'd, becauſe of their /zvz/zble Graces ; ſo 
this Inviſibly good Church can be truly op- 
pond only to the [nvz/zbly bad Church, or 
uch as are not ſuch Perſons znwardly, as they 
profeſs to be outwardly. 

But, contrary to this, your Lordſhip has 
all along conſider'd and deſcrib'd this Ii ſi- 
ble Church in Oppoſition to the Viſible, and 


made 
* 
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made thoſe outward Acts which are zeceſſary 
to the Viſible Church, ſo many Marks to di- 
ſtinguiſh it from that which is Inviſible. Thus 
you lay that you was not ſpeaking of the 
Viſible Church, to which alone, as ſich, 
viſible outward S$19ns, or verbal Profeſſions 
belong : but of the "Univerſal Inviſible 
Church *. 

Here you plainly make external Figuc, 
and outward Profeſſions diſtinguiſh the Viſi- 
ble from the Inviſible Church; whereas it is 
not [nvi/ible in this reſpect, as being h- 
out theſe external Profeſſions, or in Contra- 
Aiſtinctiun to a Viſible Church; but it is on- 
iy Inviſible in thoſe Graces, which human 
Eycs cannot perceive. Thus they are laid 
to be the Inviſible Church, becaule they are a 
Number of Men, who are ſuch znwardly, as 
thcy profels to be outward/y. But this thews 
that they cannot be ſo call'd in Contradiſimn- 
lion to outward Profeſſions, ſince they mult 
have an o0ztward Profeſſion themſelves before 
they can be inwardly /ancere in it; and con- 
ſequently they are not oppos'd to, or diſtin- 
guiſh'd from a Number of outward Profe f, 
ſors, for this they are oblig'd to be themſelves, 
but from a Number of outward Profeſſors, 
who are not ſiucere in what they outward- 
ty profels. 
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It I ſhould deſcribe charitable Men to be 
an Inviſible Church of Perſons ſincerely well 
affected to Mankind, and this in Contradi- 
ſtinction to others who are externally chari- 
table, and perform outward Acts of Love. 
Or if I ſhould deſcribe chaſte Men to be an 
Inviſible Church of Perſons znwardly chaſte 
and pure, and this in Contradiſtinction to o- 
thers externally chaſte and viſibly pure as to 
outward Acts; I thould juſt have the ſame 
Authoriry either from Reaſon or Scripture 
to ſer up theſe [nvi/ible Churches of chari- 
table and chaſte Men, in Oppoſition ro Per- 
ſons outwardly charitable and chaſte, as your 
Lordſhip has to fer up this inviſible ſincere 
Church in Contradiſtiuction to the viſible ex- 
ternal Church. For, firſt, this Sincerity no 
more makes a Church, than Charity and 
Chaſtity make a Church, or than Honeſty 
makes a Man a Member of a Corporation, or 
an Officer in the Army; theſe being private 
perſonal Virtues, do not conſtitute a Church 
or Hociety, but concern Men, as Men, in every 
Eſtate of Life. 

Secondly, Out ward Ordinances, and Y7/- 
ble Profeſſions are as neceſſary to make Men 
true Chriſtians, as outward Acts of Love, and 


external Purity are neceſſary to make Men 


charitable For chaſte: or Chriſtianity as 
truly implies external Acts and Profeſſions, 
as Chaſtity implies outward Purity. 


Now, 


— — 
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Now, my Lord, ſuppoſe the Queſtion was, 
whether Adultery or Fornication or any o- 
ther Impurity was lawful, and that the 
World was divided upon this Controverly ; 
Would he not be an excellent Preacher of 
Chaſtity, who ſhould never tell us whether 
any or all of theſe were unlawful, but ſhould 
pretend to decide the Controverſy, by telling 
the World, that chaſte Men, zs an Inviſible 


Church of Perſons znwardly pure, and this 
in Contradiſtin7zon to Perlons externally 


pure? Suppoſe he ſhould tell them that their 
Title to Chaſtity did not depend upon their 
being or not being of the Number of any 
outwardly pure or impure Perſons, but upon 
their z7zward Purity: What Apology could 
even Charity itſelf make for ſuch a Teacher? 
The Controverſy on foot is this; Whether 
external Communion with any ſort of Fana- 
ticks be lawful ? Whether it be as ſafe to be 


in one external viſible Communion as in a- 


nother ? The World is divided upon this 
Subject, and your Lordſhip comes in ro end 
the Controverſy. But how? Is it by exa- 
mining the Merits of the contending Parties? 
Is it by relling us what is right a8 what is 
wrong in the different Communions ? Is it by 
telling us that one external Communion is 
better than another? Is it by ſhewing us that 
any is dangerous? Is it by directing us with 
which we ought to join, or indeed that we 
ought ſo much as to join with any? No: 

D This 
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It I ſhould deſcribe charitable Men to be 


an Inviſible Church of Perſons ſincerely well 


affected to Mankind, and this in Contradi- 
ſtinction to others who arc externally chari- 
table, and perform outward Acts of Love. 
Or if I ſhould deſcribe chaſte Men to be an 
Inviſible Church of Perſons znwardly chaſte 
and pure, and this in ContradiſtinCtion to o- 
thers externally chaſte and viſibly pure as to 
outward Achs; I ſhould juſt have the ſame 
Authoriry either from Reaſon or Scripture 
to ſet up theſe Ju] le Churches of chari- 
table and chaſte Men, in Oppoſition to Per- 
fons outwardly charitable and chaſte, as your 
Lordſhip has to fer up this inviſible ſincere 


Church in Contradiſtiuction to the viſible ex- 


ternal Church. For, firſt, this Sincerity no 
more makes a Church, than Charity and 
Chaſtity make a Church, or than Honeſty 
makes a Man a Member of a Corporation, or 
an Officer in the Army; theſe being private 
perſonal Virtues, do not conſtitute a Church 
or Joczety, but concern Men, as Men, in every 


Eſtate of Life. 


Secondly, Outward Ordinances, and L7/:- 
ble Profeſſions are as neceſſary to make Men 
true Chriſtians, as ourward Acts of Love, and 
external Purity are neceſſary to make Men 
charitable For chaſte: or Chriſtianity as 
truly implies external Acts and Profeſſions, 
as Chaſtity implies ou#ward Purity. 


Now, 
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Now, my Lord, ſuppoſe the Queſtion was, 
whether Adultery or Fornication or any o- 
ther Impurity was lawful, and that the 


World was divided upon this Controverly ; 


Would he not be an excellent Preacher of 
Chaſtiry, who ſhould never tell us whether 
any or all of theſe were unlawful, bur ſhould 
pretend to decide the Controverly, by telling 
the World, that chaſte Men, zs an Inviſible 
Church of Perſons znwardly pure, and this 
in Contradiſtinf7ion to Perlons externally 
pure? Suppole he ſhould tell them that their 
Title to Chaſtity did not depend upon their 
being or not being of the Number of any 
outwardly pure or impure Perſons, but upon 
their zzward Purity: What Apology could 
even Charity itſelf make for ſuch a Teacher? 
The Controverſy on foot is this; Whether 
external Communion with any ſort of Fana- 
ticks be lawful ? Whether it be as ſafe to be 
in one external viſible Communion as in a- 
nother ? The World is divided upon this 
Subject, and your Lordſhip comes in ro end 
the Controverſy. But how? Is it by exa- 
mining the Merits of the contending Parties? 
Is it by relling us what is right 5 what is 
wrong in the different Communions ? Is it by 
telling us that one external Communion is 
better than another? Is ir by ſhewing us that 
any is dangerous ? Is it by directing us with 
which we ought to join, or indeed that we 


ought ſo much as to join with any? No: 


D This 
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This right and wrong, or good and bad in 
external Communions, tho' it was the whole 
Que ſtion, is wholly skipt over by your Lord- 
ſhip; and you preach up an [nvr/eble Church 
as the only true Church in the Mouth of a 
Chriſtian, and this in Contradiſtinction to all 
Hiſible Churches: And only declare that 
our Title to God's Favour cannot depend up- 
F on our being or continuing in any particular 
1 , Method, but upon our S:;ncerzty. 
3 Your Lordſhip ſays; I have laid down 4 
4. Deſcription of the Univerſal Inviſible Church 
#4 or Kingdom of Chriſ/*. Your Lordſhip had 
been as well employ'd if you had bcen paint- 
ing of Hpirits, or weighing of Thoughts. 
The main Queſtion, you lay, us whether this 
Deſtription be true and juſt f. 
This, my Lord, is not the main Queſtion ; 
nor indeed does it concern us at all whether 
your Lordſhip is ingenious, or not, in this 
Deſcription. 
For ſuppoſe your Lordſhip had been de- 
ſcribing an Iuviſible King to the People of 
ö Great Britain, do you chink the main Que- 
„ ſlion amongſt the Lords and Commons would 
: be, whether you had hit off the Deſcription 
well? No, my Lord, the main Queſtion 
would be, to what Ends and Purpoſes you 
had fer up ſuch a King, and what Relation 
the Subjects of Great Britain had to him, 


_— 
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whether they might leave their Liſihle, and 
pay only an internal Allegiance to your Iu— 
viſible King. It your Lordſhip ſhould far- 
ther deſcribe him as the only true King in the 
Mouth of a Brirain, I believe it would be 
__ but a poor Apolog y to appeal to your 
fine Painting, that you had deſcrib'd him u/t- 
„ and ler him out as Iuviſible. The Appli- 
cation is here very caly; it is a very trifling 
Queſtion, and only concerns your Lordfhip's 
Parts, whether your Deſcription of your In- 
viſible Church be juſt or not; bur it is the 
Ule and the End of ſetting up this Church, 


which is any Matter of Queſtion to us Your 


Lordſhip might erect as many Churches as 
you pleaſe, if you did it only tor peculative 


Amuſement, and to try your Abilities in fine 


Drawing; bur it you pretend to unſettle the 
Chriſtian Church, by your new Buildings, or 
to deſtroy the Diſtinction between the Church 
and Conventicle, by your Invi/ibles, we muſt 


beg your Lordihip's Excuſe, and can no more 


admire the Beauty or Juſtueſs of your 


fine Deſcriptions, than you would admire a 
juſt Deſcription of an Inviſible Dioceſe, if 


it was let out in order to receive your Lord- 
ſhip. | i 

You add; But of 7hzs (Deſcription) they 
{the Commattee ) have not ſaid one word; 


but rather choſen to go off to an Article of 


the Church of England, which defines not 
the Vuiverſal Invifible Church. And your 
ws Lordihip 
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Lordſhip might as well obſerve, that the 
have not ſaid one word about Plato's Re. 
publick, For how they ſhould imagine 
that you was deſcribing an Iuviſible Church, 
or it they did, why they thould trouble their 
Heads with ſuch a Deſcription, is not caſily 
concciv'd. 

For, my Lord, if it was your primary In- 
tention only to appear in Defence of an U- 
niwer ſal Inviſible Church, what can we con— 
ceive in our Minds more ſurprizing? What 
can be more extraordinary than that a Viſible 
Biſhop at a Viſible Court, ſhonld with 1o 
much Solemnity preach in Defence of a 
Church which can neither be defended nor 
injured ? Are there any Rights iu your Invi- 
{ible Church which can poſſibly be loſt ? If 
not, to what purpoſe does your Lordſhip 
come in as a Defender? Can rhe Sight of a- 
ny Men find it, the Malice of any Men at- 
rack it, or the Good-will of any Men ſup— 
port it? No: Yet tho' it is as inviſible as 
the Center of the Earth, and as much out of 
our reach as the Stars, yet your Lordſhip 
has very pathetically preached a Sermon and 
publiſh'd ſome Volumes, leſt this Inviſible 
Church, which no body knows where to 
find, ſhould be run away with. 

Should the tame Chriſtian Zeal induce your 
Lordſhip to appear at ſome other ſolemn Oc- 
caſion in the Caule of the / indes, your Pains 
would be as well employ'd; for it would be 

as 
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as reaſonable to deſire that they might 7/8 
and blow where they liſt, as that an Inviſible 
Church, no where to be known or found by 
us at preſent, may not be injur'd. 

If therefore the Learned Committee had ſo 
far forgot that Viſible Church of which rhey 
are Members, as to have engag'd with your 
Lordſhip about your Iudiſible Church, the 
Diſpute would have been to as much purpole, 
as a Tryal in Weſtminſter-Hall about the 
Philoſopher's Stone. 

Bur you complain that they rather chole 
to go off to an Article of the Church of Eug- 
land. My Lord, this is very hard indeed, 
that they thould go ro the Church of Eug- 
land, when you had an Invi/ible Church rea- 
dy for them; or that this Learned Body can't 
diſpute about Churches, but they muſt needs 
bring the Church of England into the Queſtion. 

Suppoſe, as in the above-mention'd In- 
ſtance, your Lordſhip ſhould lay down a fe 
and uſt Deſcription of your Iuviſible King of 
Great Britain, a Number of Tories ſhould, 
inſtead of examining the Truth of your De- 
icription, go off to the Ace of Settlement, 
which declare a Hiſible King of Britain: This 
would be to uſe your Lordſhip juſt as the 
Learned Committee have done; who in- 
ſtead of dwelling upon the Beaury and Juſt- 
nels of this Deſcription, have gone off to an 
old Article in the Church of England, which 
indeed only deſcribes an old-taſhion'd Viſible 

i Church, 
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Church, as Churches went in the Apoſtles 
Days: That is, a Congregation of faithful 
Men, in which the pure Word of God is 

reach'd, and the Sacraments duly admini- 
ſired *. 

I am of Opinion that the Apoſtolical 
Church would not have thought themſelves 
too [nvi/ible to be thus deſcrib'd, or that 
this was too Viſible a Deſcription of the 
ren of Chriſt to take in its ſlucere Mem- 

- ; TIF 

Whether therefore your Lordſhip has given 
a true Deſcription of the Iuviſible Church, 
that is, a Church of Thoughts and Senti- 
ments, T ſhall not conſider, but thus much 
I muſt obſerve, that it is a very falſe Deſcrip- 
tion ; firſt, as it pretends to deſcribe THE 
Church f, and the only true Church in the 
Mouth of a Chriſtian. For the Church of 
Chriſt, as has been ſhewn, is as truly a Vi- 
ſible external Society, as any Civil or Secu- 
lar Society in the World: And it is no more 
diſtinguiſh'd from ſuch Societies by the Invi- 
ſchility, than by the Zouth or Age of its 
Members. 

The holy conſecrated Elements differ from 
common Hread and Wine, but they don't ſo 
differ from it, as to ceaſe to be as Viſible, as 
common Bread and Wine. Thus the Foy 
Catholick Church, the Kingdom of Chriſt, 
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differs from worldly Societies and Kingdoms, 
but not in 2 of Viſibility, but in regard 
to the Ends and Purpoſes for which it is e- 
rected, viz. the eternal Salvation of Man- 
kind. | | 

Secondly, This Deſcription contradicts the 
nineteenth Article of the Church of England. 
For tho' it is not ſet up as another p z/ible 
Church, ſo as to contradict it in point of Vi- 
ſibility, yer ſeeing it is deſcrib'd as THE 
Church, and he only true Church, it plainly 
contradicts it in point of Truth; for if it be 
the only true Church, every other muſt be a 
falſe one. 

Thirdly, This Deſcription is a mere /pecu- 
latrve Conjetture, a Creature of the Imagi- 
nation, which can ſerve no Purpoſes, bur is 
entirely forcign to the preſent Diſpute, and 
mult be ſo to any Diſpute which ever can a- 
riſe between contending Communions. It no 
more ſerves to inform any one whether he 
ſhould go to the Viſible Church or Viſible 
Conventicle, than whether he ſhould ſtudy 
the Law or Phy/ick. It may indeed ſerve 
to make Perlons regardleſs of any Viſible 
Church, but can be of no ule to them, if 
they deſire to know with what Viſehle Church 
they ought to join. 

It may now be worth our while to obſerve 
how your Lordſhip came by this Acount of 


Chriſt's Kingdom, which you ſay is the 0z:/y 


true one. Fe/us anſwered, my Kingdom 1s 
Ts D 4 not 
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not of this World, is the Text to your Ser- 
mon. You lay, you have choſen theſe Words 
in which our Lord declares the Nature of 
his Kingdom 

Now, my Lord, one would imagine, that 
you hereby mean, that our Lord has in zheſe 
Words declar'd whar his Kingdom is; for 
without this, it cannot be true that he hath 
declared the Nature of his Kingdom. Where- 
as it is fo far from being true that he hath in 
theſe Words declared what his Kingdom is, 
that he has only, and that in one particular 
Reſpect, declared what it is nor. If he had 
{aid that his Kingdom was not a 7euiſh King- 
dom, would this be declaring the Nature of 
his Kingdom? If a Perſon ſhould fay that his 
Belief was not the Belief of the Church of 
England, would he in theſe Words declare 
the Nature of his Belief? Would it not till 
be uncertain whether he was an Arian or So- 
cinzan, or ſomething different from them 
both? Thus our Saviour's ſaying that his 
Ringaom is not of this World, no more de- 
clares the Nature of his Kingdom, than a 


Perſon by ſay ing /ach a one was not his Son, 


would in rheſe Words declare how many 


Children he had. | 
My Kingdom is not pf this World, are ve- 
ry indeterminate Words, and capable of ſeve- 
ral Meanings, if we conſider them in them- 
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ſelyes. But as ſoon as we conſider them as 
an Anlwer to a particular Queſtion, they 
take one determinate Senſe. The Queſtion 
was, whether our Saviour was the (Temporal) 
King of the Jews? Jeſus anſwered, my 
Kingdom is not of this World. Now as 
theſe Words may ſignify no more than the 
Denial of what was ask'd; as there is nothing 
in them that neceſſarily implies more, than 
that he was not a King as the 7euiſh or o- 
ther Temporal Kings are; as the Queſtion 
extends the Anſwer no farther than this 
Meaning; ſo if we enlarge it, or fix any o- 
ther Meaning to it, it is all human Reaſon- 
ing, without any Warrant from the Text. 
Now, taking the Words in this Senſe, what 
a ſtrange Concluſion is this that your Lord- 
ſhip draws from it: That becauſe Chriſt ſaid 
his Kingdom was not a Temporal Kingdom, 
as the Ferit and other Kingdoms were; 
therefore his Kingdom is Iuviſible. Is it de- 
ny'd to be a Temporal Kingdom, becauſe a 
Temporal Kingdom is Viſible ? If not, it will 
by no means follow, that it muſt be Iuviſihle, 
becauſe it is ſaid not to be Temporal. Muſt 
it be in every reſpect contrary to a Temporal 
Kingdom, becaule it is ſaid not to be Tempo- 
ral? Then it muſt have no Subjects, becauſe 
in Temporal Kingdoms there are Subjects; 
then there muſt be no King, becauſe in ſuch 
Kingdoms there are Kings. I ſuppoſe the 
Sacraments may in a very proper _— CO 
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( 42 ) 
{aid to be not Temporal Inſtitutions, tho 
they are as external and Viſible as any thing 
in the World; and conſequently the CHurch 
may be not Temporal in a very proper Senſe, 
without implying that it mult therefore be In- 
viſible. Indeed I cannot conccive how your 
Lordſhip could have thought of a more odd 
Concluſion, than this which you have drawn 


from them. If you had concluded that be- 


cauſe Chriſt's Kingdom is not a Temporal 
Kingdom, therefore its Members are all of an 
Age; it had been as well as to ſay, therefore 
they are Inv/ible. | 

Nothing can be more ſurprizing than to ſee 
your Lordſhip throughout your whole Ser- 
mon deſcribing this Kingdom, with all the 
Accuracy and Exactneſs imaginable, and even 
demonſtrating every particular Circumſtance 
of its Nature, from this little Negative, that 
it ig not a Temporal Kingdom. Your Lord- 
{ſhip muſt be very excellent at taking a Hint, 
or you could never have found out this King- 
dom of God fo exactly from fo ſmall a Cir- 
cumſtance. Ir ſeems had this /:#t/e Text been 
all the Scripture that we had left in the World, 
your Lordſhip could have revealed the reſt by 
the help of it. For there is nothing that re- 
lates to this Kingdom, or the Circumſtances 
of its Members, but you have purely by the 
Strength of your Genius, unaſſiſted by any 
other Scripture, prov'd and demonſtrated from 
this ſingle Paſlage. 


It 
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If a Foreigner ſhould tell your Lordſhip 


that his Houſe in his own Country was not 
as the Houſes are in this Kingdom, would it 


not be very wonderful in your Lordſhip, to 


be able to demonſtrate its Length and Breadth, 
to tell how many Rooms there are on a Floor, 
and to deſcribe every Beauty and Convenience 
of the Structure merely from having been 
told that it was not like the Houſes in this 
Kingdom? But it would not be more won- 
derful than to ſee your Lordſhip deſcribe the 
Nature of Chriſt's Kingdom, and explain eve- 
ry Circumſtance which concerns its Members, 
from having been told this Negative Circum- 
ſtance. Nor indeed is it much to be wonder'd, 
ſeeing you ſet out upon this bottom, if you 
give as falſe an Account of Chriſt's Kingdom, 
as you would do of an Houſe, which you on- 
ly knew what it was not. 
Again, you ſay, As the Church of Chriſt 


ic the Kingdom of Chriſt, he himſelf is King; 


and in this it is imply d that he ts himſelf 


the ſole Law-giver to his Subjefts, and 


himſelf the ſole Fudge of their Behaviour 
in the Affairs of Conſcience and Salvation “. 

What a pretty fine-ſpun Conſequence is 
this, to be drawn from the above-mention'd 


* Text. Your Lordſhip here advances a mere 


human Speculation founded upon no other 
Authority, than the uncertain Signification 
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of the Words, King and Kingdom; you ſay 
it is in this implyd that becauſe Chriſt is 
King of his Kingdom, he is ſole Law-givey 
to his Subjects. Pray, my Lord, why is it 
in this imply'd? Do the Words, King and 
Kingdom always imply the /ame thing? Has 
a King in one Kingdom the /ame Powers, 
which every King hath in another Kingdom? 
Has the King of England the ſame Power, 
which a King of France, or any Sovereign 
hath in his Kingdom ? Would it be any rea- 
ſon why the King of England ſhould be ſole 
Law-giver to his Subjects, becauſe there are 
Kings who are ſole Law-givers to their Sub- 
jeas ? Now if the word, King, does not ne- 
ceſſarily imply the /ame Power in every 
Kingdom, how can there be any Concluſion, 
that becauſe Chriſt is King of his Kingdom, 
he is ſole Law giver to 2 Subjects? Yer 
your Lordſhip's whole Argument is founded 
upon this weak and falſe bottom, that the 
word, Ang, is to be taken in one abſolute and 
fix d Senſe: For you expreſſly ſay it is 15 
this imply'd, that becauſe he is King, he is 
ſole Law-giver. Now it is impoſſible it thould 
be imply'd zn this, unleſs the word, King, 
always implies the ſame Power: For if there 
be any Difference in the Conſtitutions of 
Kingdoms, tho' they all have Kings, then it 
is plain nothing certain as to the Nature and 
Condition of any Kingdom can be drawn from 
its having a King. But your Lordſhip has 

| deſcrib'd 
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deſcrib'd the Conſtitution of Chriſt's Kingdom, 
rhe Circumſtances of its Subjects, and in ſhort 
every thing which can concern it, as abſolute- 
ly, and with as much Certainty, from Chriſt's 
being King of it, as if the word, King, had 
but one Meaning, or cvery King the fame 
Power. | 


Again, you tell us; The groſſeſt Miſtakes 
in Judgement, about the Nature of Chriſt's 
Kingdom or Church, have ariſen from 
hence, that Men have argued from other 
Viſible Socteties, and other Viſible Kingdoms 
of this World, to what ought to be Viſible 
and Senſible in his Kingdom. | 


Is it thus, my Lord? Are all our groſs Er- 


rors owing to this way of Reaſoning ? How 
then comes your Lordſhip to fall into this 
groſſeſt of Errors? How come you to ſtate 
the very Nature of Chriſt's Kingdom from 
the Conſideration of Temporal Kingdoms, or 
Abſolute Monarchies? How come you to 
argue from the Relation berween a King and 
his Kingdom, to what ought to be in Chriſt's 
ſpiritual Kingdom? Are not Kings and King- 
doms Temporal Inſtitutions? Is nor the Re- 
lation betwixt a King and his Kingdom a 
Temporal Relation? How then can you argue 
from theſe Temporal Kingdoms to any thing 
concerning Chriſt's Kingdom? Why will your 
Lordſhip fall into ſo groſs an Error, as to al- 
iert that Chriſt muſt be ſle Law-giver to his 


Subjects. 
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Subjects, becauſe there are ſome Temporal! 
Kings who are ſole Law-givers to their Sub- 
jects? Is there any Conſequence in this Ar- 
gument ? Nay, are not all our Errors owing 
to this miſtaken way of arguing? _ 

The only way to know the Conſtitution 
of this Kingdom, is not to reaſon from what 
is imply'd in the Words King and Kingdom, 
for they do not imply any fd, or abſolute 
Senſe, but from the Laws and Inſtitutions of 
it, Whether they admit of or require the Au- 
thority of under Magiſtrates. Thus, if it ap- 
pears that Chriſt has commiſſion'd others to 
act in his Name, to exerciſe Authority in his 
Kingdom, and govern his Subjects in ſuch a 
manner as he has commiſſion'd them to go- 
vern; Is it any Anſwer to this, to ſay, that 
the Church is a Kingdom, and Chriſt is 4 
King, and conſequently ſole Law giver in 
it? Is there nothing in this Text, hat /0- 
ever ye ſhall bind on Earth ſhall be bound 
zn Heaven, &c. becauſe Chriſt is King of his 
Church? 

The whole Scheme of all your Doctrines 
is rais'd out of this ſingle Text, My Kingdom 
zs not of this World; which certainly im- 
plies no more, than if Chriſt had ſaid, 7 am 
uot the Temporal King of the Fews. Let 
us therefore ſee how your Lordſhip's Do- 
ctrines appear, if we bring them to the 
Principle from whence you had them : 00 

thus, 
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thus, Ze/is is not the Temporal King of the 
Jews, therefore there is no ſuch thing as 
Church Authority, no Obligation to join in 
any particular Communion. Jeſus is not 
the Temporal King of the Jews, therefore 
Abſolutions, Beuedictions, and Excommunt- 
cations are Dreams and Trifles; therefore 
no Succeſſion or Order of Clergy is better 
than another. | 

Feſus is not the Temporal King of the 
Fews, therefore the Iaviſible Church is the 
only true Church in the Mouth of a Chri- 
ſtian; therefore Sincerity alone, excluſive of 
any particular Communion, is the only Title 
to God's Favour. Now if the $" ung ſhould 
lay, Jeſus is not the Temporal King of the 
7ews, therefore there is a Purgatory, there- 
fore we are to pray to Saints; they would 
ſhew as much true Logick and Divinity, as 
your Lordſhip has ſhewn in the Proof of your 
Doctrines from the above-mention'd Text. 
And I dare ſay that every Reader of this Con- 
troverſy knows that you have not pretended 
ro any other Proof from the Scriptures for 
your Doctrine, than what your Oratory could 
draw from this ſingle Texr. 

This therefore, I hope, every Reader will 
obſerve, that all which you have advanced a- 
gainſt rhe Univerſally Receiv'd Doctrines of 
Chriſtianity, is only an Harangue upon this 
ſingle Text, which every one's common Senſe 

wil tell him contains nothing in it, which can 
poſſibly 
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poſſibly determine the Cauſe, which you are 
engag'd in. For who can imagine that it's as 
well to be a ſincere Tur“ as a ſincere Chr;. 
ſtiau, or that a ſincere Quaber is as much in 
the Favour of God as a ſincere Church-may 
becauſe our bleſſed Lord told Pꝛlate, that his 
Kingdom was not of this World; and that 
in ſuch a manner, and upon ſuch an occaſion, 
as only to imply that he was not that-King 
which he enquir'd after? Who can conceive 
that there is no particular Order of the 
Clergy neceſſary, no Neceſſity of any parti- 
cular Communion , no Authority in any 
Church, nor any Significancy in the ſacerdo- 
tal Powers, for this reaſon, becauſe there is a 
Text in Scripture, which denies that Chrift 
was the Temporal King of the Fews. 

Your Lordſhip has ſaid much of the Plain- 


neſs and Simplicity of the Goſpel, and of its 


peculiar Fitneſs to be judg'd of by the ordi- 
nary common Senſe of Mankind ; you have 
allo interpos'd in this Controverſy to deli- 
ver them from the Authority of the Church, 
and turn them looſe ro the Scriptures. But, 
my Lord, if this Text, My Kingdom is not of 
this World, which ſeems ro common Senſe 
ro contain only the Denial of a particular 
Queſtion, contains, as you have pretended, 
the whole Chriſtian Religion ; and every 0- 
ther ſeemingly plain Part of the Goſpel is ro 
take its Meaning from this Paſſage ; if it be 
thus, my Lord, what can we conceive more 
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myſterious than the Scripture? Or more un- 
equal to the common, ordinary Scnle of ll 
Men ? 10 
For how ſhould it come into a plain honeſt il 
Man's Head, that this Text, which is nothing i 
bur the Denial of a certain Queſtion, thould || 
be the Key to all the reſt of Scriprure ? How fl 
ſhould he know that the plaineſt Texts in BY 
Scripture were not to be underſtood in their 
apparent Meaning, but in ſome Senſe or o— 
ther given them from this Text? Thus, 
when it is faid, Go ye and diſciple all Na- 
tions, aud to I am with you to the end of 
the World: The firſt apparent Senſe of theſe 
Words is this, that as Chriſt promis'd to be j 
with the Apoſtles in the Exccution of their 
Office both as to Authority and Power, ſo 
he promiſes the ſame to their Succeſſors, the | 
Biſhops, ſince he could no otherwiſe be with 
them ro the end of the World, than by be- 
ing with their Succeſſors. Now, my Lord, 
how {hould an ordinary Thinker know that 
this plain Meaning of the Words was to be 1 
neglected, and that he was to go to the a- 
bove mentioned Text to learn to underſtand, 
or rather disbelieve them? For what is there 
in this Text. M). Kingdom is not of this 
T/orld, to ſhew either that Chriſt did not au— \( 
thorize the Apoſtles to ordain Succeſſors, who 
ſhould have his Authority, or that the Biſliops 
alone, are not ſuch Succeſſors? Is there any 
thing in this Text which can any way deter- 
E mine 
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mine the Nature, the Neceſſity, or the Sig- 
nificancy of ſuch a Succeſſion? 

Again it is ſaid, that There 1 no other 
Naim under Heaven given unto Men, where- 
by they may be fav'd but e ſus Christ. Now 
how ſhould a Man that has only common 
Senſe imagine, that he muſt reject this plain 
Meaning of the Words, and belicve that a 
fincere Turk is as much in the Fayour of God 
as a ſincere Chriſtian, for this only reaſon, 
becauſe Chri//'s Kingdom is no: of this 
/YVorld? It malt not be common ordinary 
Senſe which can rcaſon and diſcover at this 
rate. 

Laſtly, it is ſaid, M Hat ſocver ye ſhalt 
bind on Earth, ſhall be bound in Heaven, &C. 
Now how ſhall any one that has only /-ber 
Senſe find cur, that there is nothing at all left 
in this Text, that it only gave ſoz thing or 
other to the Apoſtles, bur gives no Au- 
thority to any Perſons now, becauſe the 
Kingdom of Christ is not of this World? 

Our Saviour told his Diiciples, that he 
were not of this World, but is that an Ar- 
gument that they therefore became immedi- 
atcly inviſible? Was neither St. Peter nor 
St. Paul, &c. cvcr to be ſcen afterwards £ 
Why then muſt the Kingdom of Chriſt be- 
come immediatcly inviſible becauſe it is ſaid 
not to be of this World, any more than irs 
firſt Members were Inviſible, who were alſo 
dcclai'd ro be not of this World 2 

. Had 


ASE] 

Had St. Peter or St. Paul no Viſible Power 
and Authority over the Presbyters and Dea- 
cons, becauſe they were not of this World? 
If they had, why may not fome Perlons have 
Authority over others in Chriſt's Kingdom, 
tho" it is not of this World? 

For our bleſfed Lord's ſaying that his Dil- 
ciples Were nt of ! this Forld, docs as ſtrict— 
ly prove that St. Peter and Sr. Paul had no 
diſtinct Powers from Pre<byters and Deacons, 
as his ſay ing, that 57. Kingdom Was not of 
this Ierld, proves that there is no real or 
neceſſary Difference betwixt Biſhops and 
Presbyters in his Kingdom. Aud it is as good 
Logick, to iay the Diſciples of Chriſt were 
not of this World, therefore there was no 
Neccſſity, that ſome ſhould have been Ap9F#/les, 
and others Presbyters, &c. as to ſay Chris 
Kingdom is not of this World, therefore there 
is no N ceſſity that ſome 1 nould be Biſhops and 
others Presby ters in it. 

I have been the more particular in exami- 
ning the Text to your Scrmon, and bringing 
your Doctrines cloſe to it, that every Rea- 
der who has common Senſe may be able to 
perccive that they have no more Relation to 
that Text from which you would be thought 
to have them, than if you had dedue'd them 
from the firſt Verie in the firſt Chapter of 
Ceneſts. | 

And yer thus much every Reader muſe 
have oblery'd, that ic is your Explication of 
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this Text alone, which has led you to con. 
demn all that Authority, to cenſure ail thoſc 
Inſtitutions as Dreams and Tr1ijles, which the 
holy Scriptures, and the f1:{t and pureſt Ages of 
Chriltianity, have taught us to eſtcem as ſa- 
cred in themſelves, being ordain'd by God; 
and of the greateſt Benefit to us, being means 
Oo obtaining his Grace, and Favour. 


Thus far concerning the Nature of Chriſt's 
Church. 
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Of Church Authormy. 


5 Come now to conſider what Four 
= 5 ©: Lordſhip has delivered upon the Ar- 
1 ticlo of Church Authority, as it is 
—.— inveſted in the Governours of the 
Church. And here I have little elſe to do, 
but to clear it from thoſe falſe Character, 

under which you have been pleasd ro de— 
ſcribe it. 

Thus you begin; AF there be an Author :- 
iy in any to judge, cenſure, or puniſh the 
Servants of another Matter, in Matters 
purely relating to Conſcience aud eternal 
Saen tou; then Christ has left behind Fudges 

ver the Couſcieuces and Religion of his Peo- 
as; ; then the Conſciences and Reli * of his 
People are ſubjee? to them whom he has left 


Judges 
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{ndges over them; and then there is 4 
Riglit m ſome Ch. iſtians to determine the 
Religion and Conſtiences of others. Aud 

what 1s more, if the Decifions of any Meu 
can be made to concern or affect the State of 
Chriſt's Subjects with 1 ecard to the Favour 
of God, then the Salvation of forme Chri- 
[tans depends pon the Sentence paſs'd by 
athers * 

Here is the Sum of whar you have ad- 
vanced from Reaſon and the Nature of the 
Thing againſt the Authority of Church Go- 
vernours ; which you would have pals for a 
{triet Proof, that if they have any Authority in 
Matters purely relating to Conſcience deriv'd 
to them from Chriſt, that then their Autho- 
rity can dam or ſave at pleaſure. 

But, my Lord, in this /ame Hrict way ol 
Reaſoning, and by only uſing your own 
Words, I will as plainly prove that a Father 
hath not Authority even to {end his Children 
of an EKrraud. 

For, & If the Chriſtian Religion authoriſes 
a Father to judge the Servants of another 
Maſter in Matters parely relating to Mo- 
« fin, then Chriſt has left behin id him 
& Judges over the Motion of his People, 

« then the Motion of his Pcople is ſubjected 
« to them whom he has left Judges over it; 
* and then there is a Right in lome * Chriftians 
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ce to determine the Mol ion of others. And 
« What is more, if the Detcrmmmatrions of 
any Men can concern or affect the State 
of Chriſt's Subjects with regard to 97707, 
then the Lives of ſome Chriſtians depend 
upon the Determination pals'd by others; 
becauſe they may determine them to move 
from the % ofa Precipice to the Stom. 

Here, my Lord, I freely leave ir ro the 
Judgment of commun Senſe, whether I have 
not in your own Hor ds prov'd it as abſurd 
and unrcalonablc, that a Father ſhould have 
any Power over his Son, ſo as to fend him 
of an Zrraud, as to allow the Church to 
have Authority in Matters of Confcirnce and 
Jatvation; and the Conſequence, according 
to your Argument, is quali dieadful in bott: 
Caſes: For tis as plain that if /athers have 
Authority in Matters of Motion, then they 
may mode their Sons to the bottom of a Pre- 
cipice; as that if the Church hath Authority 
in Matters of Salvation, then it may ſave 
or damn at pleaſure; and it is as well prov'd, 
that Fathers have no Authority in Matters of 
Motion, becauſe they have no Authority to 
command their Children to deſtroy themiclves, 
as that the Church hath no Authority in 
Matters of Conferexce and Salvation, becauſc 
they have not an Authority to 4: People 
for ever: For there is the fame room for 
Degrees in the Authority of the Church, 
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Which there is for Degrecs in the Authority 


of 


{$5 3 


of Parents; and it is as juſtty concluded 
chat Parents have no Authority in Matters 
of any particular Nature, becauie they have 
not unlimited Authority in things of that 

pariicntar Nature, as that the Church hath 
no Authority in Matters of Conſcience and 
J4tuation, becauſe it has not an abſolute un— 
limited Authority in 7heſe Matters. 

Yer this is the whole .of your Argument 
againſt Church Authority, that it cannot re- 
late to Matters of Conlcicuce and Salvation, 


becauſe an Au hority in %. Matters, is an 


abſolute Authority over the Souls of others; 


which is juſt as true, as it any one ſhould de- 


clare that a Fathen hath no Authority in 
Matters purely relacing to the Body of his 
Son, becauſe an Authority in theſe Matters, 
is an @-ſolute Authority to diſpoſe of his Bo- 
dy as he pleales. 

Suppole ir ſhould be faid that a Father 
hath Authority over his Son in Civ Aﬀarrs ; 
Will ir be an Argument that he has no juch 
Authority, becauſe he has not %, or an Au- 
limited Authority in Civil Aa Will it 
be an Argument that he has no Authority in 
ach Matters, becauſe his Son it not <»bolly 
and entirely ſubjected to him in ſuch Matters? 
Has a Father no Right to chule an Eiplohment 
for his Son, or govern him iu ſeveral things of 
a Civil Nature, becaule he can't oblige him to 
reſign his Title to his E/tate, or take from him 
the Benefit of the Laws of the Land ? 

| E 4 If 
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If he has an Authority in thele Matters, 
tho' not a//, why cannot the Governours of 
the Church have an Authority in Matters of 
Conſcieuce, tho' they have not a/7, or an un. 
limited Authority in Matters of Conſcicnce? 
How docs it follow that they have no ſuch 
Authority, becauſe Chriſtians are not wholly 
and abſolutely ſubjected to them in /uch 
Matters? Why can there not be Bounds to 
an Authority in Matters of Conſtience, as 
well as Bounds to an Authority in C:vil AF 
fairs? And if a Father may have Autho— 
rity other his S in Civil Aﬀairs, tho' that 
Authority is limited by the Laws of rhe Land, 
and the ſuperior Authority of the Cuz! Ma- 
Jiſtrale; why may not the Church have an 
Authority in Matters of Cinſcrence and Sal- 
vation, tho' that Authority is /zzred b 
rhe Scriptures, and the lupreme Authority 

of God? 

He therefore who. concludes the Church 
hath no Authority in Matters of Salvation, 
hecauſe it cannot ati fave or damn 
People, reaſons as #7ri2/ly as he who con- 
cludes a Perſon has 9 Zuthority in Civil Af- 
fairs, becauſe he cannot grant or take away 
Civil Privileges of the higheFft Nature. 

What therefore your Lordihip has thus J- 
gically advanced againſt the Authority of the 
Church, concludes with the /ame Force a- 
gainſt 4% Authority in the World. For if the 
Church hath no Authority in Matters of Con- 


Icicnce, 
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ſcience, for this demonſtrative Reaſon, be- 
cauſe it hath not an πiimited Authority in 
Matters of Conſcience ; then it is allo de- 
mouſtrated that no Perſons have any Autho- 
rity in auy particular Matters, becauſe they 


have not an ab/o/ute unbounded Authority in 
thoſe particular Matters, 


As thus; A Prince hath no Authority to 


oblige his Subjects to make Jas againſt fach 
a People, becauſe he hath not an znlimited 
Authoriry to oblige his Subjects ro fight 
where, and when, and with whom he pleales. 

A Father hath no Authority over the 
Perſons or Affairs of his Children, becauſe 
he cannot diſpoſe of the Per/onus and AS air 
of his Children in what manner he will. 

Maſters have no Authority ro command 
the A//iſtance of their Servenrs, becauſe they 
cannot oblige them to , in a Rebellion or 
Robbery. 

Thus are all theſe particular Authorities, 
as plainly confured by your Argument, as 


the Authority of the Church is conſuted 
by it. 


But now, my Lord, have neither Maſters, 


nor Fathers, nor Princes, any Authority in 

theſe particular Matters, becauſe they have 
no Authority to command at any rate, or as 
they pleaſe in theſe Matters? If they have, 
why may not the Governours of the Church 
have an Authority in Matters of Conſcience, 
tho' they cannot oblige Conſcience at any 


rate 
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rate, or as they pleaſe? Why may not they 
have an Authority in Matters of Salvation, 
tho' they have not Power ablolutely to damn 
or fave? 

Your Lordſhip would therefore have donc 
as much Juſtice ro Truth, and as much Ser- 
vice to the World, if, inſtead of calling Chri- 
ſtians from the Authority of the Church, you 
had publickly declar'd that neither Maſters, 
nor Fathers, nor Princes, have, properly 
ſpeaking, any real Authority over thcir re. 
ſpective Servants, Sons, and Subjects, and 
thar becauſe they are none of them to be obey'd 
bur in ſuch and /ach Circumſtances, and up- 
on certain {uppos'd Conditions. For you have 
plainly declar'd there is no Authority in the 
Church, that it has no Power of obliging, 
becauſe we arc only to obey upon Terms and 
certain ſuppos'd Conditions. If therefore 
this conditional Obedience proves that there 
is, properly ſpeaking, no Authority in the 
Church, then that conditional Obedience of 
Servants, Sous, and Subjects, proves that 
neither their MaFers, Fathers, or Princes, 
hade any Authority properly ſpeaking. 

You ſay: If there be a Power mm ſome 
OVER others in Matters of Religion, {6 
as to determine theſe others; then all Com- 
mmunons are upon an equal foot, with- 
out any regard to any mtrinſice Goodneſs; 
or whether they be right or wrong; then 
20 Religion is in itſelf preferable to _. 

; Fer. 


435 
aher, but all are alike with reſpect to the 
Favour of God * | 

Now, my Lord, all this might, with as 
much Truth, be ſaid of any other Authority, 
as of Church Authority. 

As thus; © If there be a Power in the 
« Prince, or in {ome over others in Matters 
« of Jian and Fighting, ſo as to determine 
© tholc others; then all Har and Fighting 
« are upon an eu foot, without any re- 
c gard to any intrinſick Goodneſs ; or whe- 
„ther they be zight or wrong; then no 
« Wars or Fiehtmeas arc in themſelves pre- 
“ ferable to others, but all are alike with re— 
& ſpect to the Favour of God. 

And now, my Lord, what muſt we ſay 
here? Has the Prince no Right or Power ta 
command his Subjects to wage War with {uch 
a People? Or if he has this Power over 
them, does this make all Wars alike? Does 
this Authority leave nothing to the Juflice 
or Equity of Wars, but make all Wars ex- 


(* 


attly the fame with regard to the Favour of 


God? 

Docs this Authority of the Prince make 
all Zngagements cqually lawful to the Subject 
that engages by his Authority ? Is he neither 
720Y e Or eſs in the Favour of God, for what- 
ever Cauſe he fights in, becauſe he has the 
Authority of his Prince? Is it as pleaſing to 
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God that under ſuch Authority he ſhould 
make War upon the [znocert, plunder and ra- 
vage the Fatherleſs and 1/idows, as engav: 
in the Cauſe of Equity and Honour? 

Now, my Lord, if 2 V ars are not alike 
to the Perſons who are concern'd in them, 4. 
to the Favonr of God; if there can be any 
Caſes ſuppos d, where it is not only /awſ, 
but h-nowrable and glorious for Soldiers to 
diſobey the Orders of their Prince; then it 
is paſt doubt, that Soldiers may and orght to 
have ſome regard to the Nature and 7uſice 
of the Orders they have from their Prince. 

But we have your Lordſhip's Aſſurance, 
that if they may have any regard to the Na. 
ture and Juſtice of their Orders, then here 
zs an end of all Authority, and an end of all 
Power of one Man over another in ſucl) 
Matters. 

So that you have as plainly confuted 40 
Authority of the Prince over his Soldiers in 
Matters purely Military, as you have con- 
futed all Authority of the Church in Matters 
purely of Conſcience. For it is plain to eve- 
ry Underſtanding, that if there is an cnd of 
all Authority in Religion, becauſe Perſons may 
have ſome regard to the zntrinſick Goodneſs 
of things, that therefore there is an end of 
all Regal Authority over Soldiers, if Sol- 
diers may have any regard to the Na- 
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ure and Juſtice of their Aitary Or- 
aers. 

Your Argument againſt Church Authority 
conſiſts of two Parts; the firs? Part is ta- 
ken from the Nature of Authority, and pro- 
ceeds thus: If there be an Authority in 
Matters of Conſcience, it muſt be an abſo- 
lute Authority over Conſcience, ſo as to be o- 
bey'd in all its Commands of what kind foever; 
which is as falſe as if it were ſaid, that if a 
Father hath Authority over the h of his 
Son, then he hath an a4/o/rte Authority to 
do what he will with his Per/oz; or it he 
hath Authority over his Son in C Afarrs, 
then he hath an h ute nnlimited Authority 
in the Czvil Afairs of his Son. 

The other Part of your Argument is ta- 
ken from the Narare of Obedience, and pro- 
cceds in this manner: If Perſons may have 
fome regard to the intrinfick Goodneſs of 
things in Religion, then there is an end of 
all Authority in Matters of Religion; which 
is as falle as to jay that if a Holdier may 
have ſeme regard to the Nature and Juſtice 
of the Military Orders of his Prince, then 
there is an end of all Authority of the Prence 
over his Soldiers in Militatmy Affairs; or if a 
Servant may have /ome regard to the Lau 
falneſs of the Commands of his Maſter, then 
there is an end of all Authority of Maſters 
over their Servants as to ſuch Matters. 


So 
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So that if there be any ſuch thing as Au- 
thority either in Maſters, or Fathers, or 
Princes, then both Parts of your Argument 
are confuted; ſor none of theſe have any o- 
ther than a limited Authority, nor do their 
reſpective Servants, Sons, or Snbjet7s, owe 
them any other a&zve Obedience, but ſuch 
as is Conditional. 

Now if it can be any way prov'd that O- 
bedience to our Maſters, Parents, and 
Princes is a very great Duty, and D2/0- 
bedience a very great Sin; tho' they can't 
oblige us to act againſt the Laws of God or 
the Laws of our Country; then it will fol- 
low that Obedience to our Spiritual Gover- 
nours may be a very great Duty, and Diſo- 
bedicnce a very great $iz; tho' they cannot 
oblige us to ſubmit to their {fit or unlaws- 
fat Commands. 

And if common Reaſon, the Laws of God 
and our Country be ſufficient to direct us 
where to /fop in our active Obedience to 
our Maſters, Fathers, or Princes, tho' they 
have Authority from God to demand our O- 
bedience; the /ame Guides will with the 
fame Certainty teach us where to ſtop in our 
Obedience to the Authority of the Church, 
tho' that Authority be ſet over us by God 

himſelf. 
I Tho' this might be thought ſufficient to 
thew the Weakneſs of your Arguments a- 
gainſt the Authority of the Church, 72 . 
iha 
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ſhall beg leave to examine them a little fat— 
ther in another manner. 

You ſay the Authority which you deny, is 
only an Authority in Matters relating pure- 
ly to Conſcience and eternal Salvation, an 
Authority whole Laws and Dec:/79rs affect 
the State of Chriſt's Subjects with regard to 
the Favour of God; and the Reaſon of your 
denying it is this, that if this Authority, or 
L.2ws, or Deciſions of Men ca concern or 
affet? the State of Chriſt's Subjects with re- 
gard to the Favour of God, then the eternal 
Salvation of ſome Chriſtians depends uon 
the Sentence paſs d by others *. 

In order to lay open the Weaknels of this 
Reaſoning, I ſhall ſtate the Meaning of the 
Propoſitions of which it conſiſts. 

And, firſt, I ſuppoſe an Authority may be 
properly ſaid to affect the Srate of People 
with regard to the /avonr of God, when 
their Obedience to ſuch an Authority pro- 
cures his Favour, and their Contempt of it 
raiſes his Diſpleaſure; and ] believe that this 
is not only a proper Senſe, but the ou pro- 
per Senſe which the Words are capable of. 

It is certainly true that the Authority of 
our bleſſed Saviour, was an Authority which 
affe ct ed the State of the Jews with regard 
to the Favour of God; but yet it no other- 
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wiſe afieted their State, than as their Obe 
dience to his Authority was pleaſing ro God, 
and their Diſobedience to it, the Cauſe of his 
farther Ditpicature. This is the only way in 
which the Authority of Chriſt affected the 
State of People with regard to the Favour of 
God; and therefore is the on manner in 
which any other Authority can be ſupnos'd to 
affect Perſons wich regard to the Favour of 
God. 

Secondly ; Any Things or Matters may 
be properly ſaid to relate to Conſcience and 
eternal Satuation, when the Oblervance of 
them is a Means of obtaining Salvation, and 
the Neglect of them, an Hindraucè to our 
Salvation. Thus Baptiſin and the Supper of 
the Lord, are Matters relating to Conſcience 
and eternal Salvation, but then they are on- 
ly fo, for this reaſon, becaule the partaking 
of theſe Sacraments, is a Mearns of obtaining 
Salvation, and the Refuſal of them, is an 
Hindrance of our Salvation. He therefore 
who hath Authority in ſuch things, as by 
our obſerving of them we promote our Salva- 
tion, and by our neglecting of them, we hin- 
der our Salvation, he has in the utmoſt Pro- 
priety of the Words, an Authority in Mat- 
ters of Conſtience and Salvation. 

Hence it appears that it is not peculiar or 
appropriate to the Authority of the Church 
alone, to relate to Matters of Conſcience and 
eternal Salvation, but e iy belongs to every 

4 other 


9 
other Authority which can be call'd the Oy. 
dinance of God. {| 

Now all lawful Authority, whether of Ma. 
ſters, Fathers, or Princes, is the Ordinance 
of God, and the reipective Duties of their 
Servants, Children, aud Subj ct7s, arc as rru- 
ly Matters of Conſcienct and eternal Salva: 
tion, as their Oblervance of any Part of the 
Chriſtian Religion is a Matter of Conſcience 
and cternal Sa/uafi9 And it is not more 
their Duty to receive the Sacrament, or wor— 
hip God iu any particular manner, thau to 
obey their reſpective Governours; nor does 
it more concern or aff. & their State with re— 
gard to the Favonr of God, whether they 
neglect thoſe Duties which particularly re- 
gard his Service, or thoſe Duties which they 
owe to their proper Governours. So that 
Conſcience and cternal Salvation is equally 
concern'd in #975 Calcs. 

For things may as well be Matters of 
Conſcience and cternal Salvation, tho' they 
are of a Civil or Secular Nature, as the poſe- 
tive Inſtitutions of Chriſt arc Maticrs ot Con- 
ſcience and Salvation. 

For Bapti/jn has no more of Religion in | 
its own Nature, nor has of it ſelt any more ( 
concern with our Salvation, than any Action 
that is merely Secalar or Civil. But as Bap- 
tiſm by Iuſtitution becomes our Duc), and 

ſo is a Matter of Conference and Salvation; ſo 
when Actions merely Secular and Iudiſfeseit, 
F are 
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arc by a Zawfiut Authority made our Duty, 
they arc as tiuly Matters of Conſcience and 
Salvation, as any Parts of Religion. 

The Diſference betwixt a Sprritual and 
Temporal Authority does not conſiſt i this, 
that one relates to Matters of Conſcience and 
Salvation, and concerus and affef7s our State 
with regard to the Favour of God, and the 
other docs not; but the Difference is this, 
that oe preſides over us in things relating to 
Religion and the Service of God, the other 
preſides over us in things relating to Civil. 
Life; and as our Salvation depends as Cer- 
Taluily upon our Behaviour in things relating 
to Civil Life, as in things relating to the 
Service of God, it follows that they arc both 
equally Matters of Conſtience and Satvation : 
And as the Temporal Authority is the Ordi- 
Nance of God, to which we arc to ſub- 
mit, not only fer Wrath, but allo for 
Conſcience ſake, it undeniably follows, that 
this Temporal Authority as rudy concerns 
and fees our State with regard to the Fa- 
vour of God, as any Authority in Matters 
purely relating to Religion. For ſuch an Au- 
thority could in 20 other Senſe affect our 
State with regard to the Favour of God, than 
by our Obedience or Diſobedience to it; but 
our State with regard to the Fayour of God 
is as truly affected by our Obedience, or D1i/- 
obedience to our Lawful Sovereign, as by our 
obſerving or neglecting any Duty in the 
| World; 
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World; and contcquently | the Temporal Au— 
thority as 7r/y . on State with re- 
oard to the [awry ot Grod 5 48 an) Aut hority 
in Matters of Religion. | 

Sceing the: fore by an Authority in Mat- 
ters of CY. /cience and Salvation, by an Au- 


* * 


thority winch can ae 05 Sr 3te with ro 
card to the Tatum of God, nothing more is 
imoly'd, than an Au dere to Which our O- 
bedicnce is a Duty, and our Ditobedience 
a Hin, which is the Caſe o feyery Lawiul Au- 
tnoriry; it plainly appears, thar all thole 
friehs fart Con:equencces, thoſe ' Deugers to 


"® 
ehe Souls of Men * hich you have ch 8 d 


ch 
upon ſuch Church Authority, arc as truly 
chargeable upon Maſters, Bin Big per 
Princes. and makes their leveral Aurhoritics 
as dangerous Powers ove! the Salvation of 0- 
there, as the Authority of the hn ch. 

Thus, when your Desi er P0191 proceeds 
in this manner; if thore be an Au! Hari 22 
fome ober others in NM. 27ers pur ly veα¹jgq 
70 Coofeion ice aud Salvation, then the Sal- 
vation of ſome People will debe upon o- 
thers. Which, if we ict in a true Licht, 
ought to proceed thus: ff rhere be an Au- 
thor ity in Matt: 7's of R li, ion, to which our 


Obedience is a Duty, und gur 485705 Hie 
a Sin, then ihe Salvation of fame Ve ple 45. 
pends upon others. 
But, my Lord, what a Sagacity muſt he 
have vy ho Can ſee this dilinal CoulcQucuce ; e 
F 2 Who 
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Who can lee that Majters, Fathers, and 
Ppinces have a Power over the Souls Fo- 
thers cirher to damm or ſave them, becauſe 
Obedience to their Authority is a Duty, and 
Diſobedience a d? 

Your Lordihip cannot here fay, that ar 
Authoyity in Olatters purely relating to 
Conſcience and eternal Salvation, is not ex- 
preis'd Yig enough, by being deſcrib'd as an 
Authority to which our Obedience is a Du 
ty, and our Diſobedience a Sin. For, my 
Lord, no Authority, however concern'd in 
things of the greateſt Importance in Religion 
ard Ja/vatisn, can poſſibly be an Authority 
of an Higher Nature, than that Authority to 
which our Obedience is a Duty, and our 
Difobedience a Siu. It was in this Senſe a— 
joue that the Authority of our Saviour him- 
{elf af/ec/ed the State of the Jews with re- 
gard to the Fawn of God; his Authority 
was of an 5% and concerning Nature to 
them only for this rcaſon, becauſe their Obe- 
dience to it was their Duty, and their Diſo- 
bedieuce their Sin. 

If we now conſider this Authority in the 
Church in this true Manner in which it ought 
to be conſider'd, your Lordſhip's Argument 
againſt it, either proves a deal too much, or 
nothing at all. 

Thus, if the Conſequence be juſt, that if 
it be Sin to diſobey the Church, then the 
Church hath a Power of damning us; then 

8 it 
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it is as good a Conſequence in regard to o. 
ther Authority; as thus, 77 7s a Sin to di/- 
cbey our Parents, therefore our Parents 
have a Power of damning us; it is a Sin to 
diſobey our Priuce, theretore 077 Primnce has 
a Power of damning us. Theſe Conſequences 
are evidently as ust and tue, as that other 
drawn from Church Authority; ſo that al! 
choſe diſinal Charges which you have fix'd 
upon Church Authority, arc as falſe Accounts 
of it, as if you had aſſerted that every Fa- 
ther, or Mafter, or Prince, who demands 
Obedience from his Child, Servant, or S$1b- 
Jett in point of Duty, or by declaring that 
their Diſobedience is a , does thereby 
prove himſelf to be a Pope, and to have the 
Souls of others at his Diſpoſal. For it is out 
of all doubt, that if the Governors of the 
Church by demanding Obedience to them in 
point of Duty, or by declaring Dilobedience 
ro be Sin, do thereby aſſert the Claims of 
Popery, and aſſume a Power to diſpoſe of the 
Souls of the People; that any other Autho- 
rity which requires this Obedience as a Da- 
ty of Conſcience, and forbids Diſobedience as 
Jin, docs thereby claim the Authority of the 
Pope, and pretend to a Power over the Souls 

of others. | 
So that if your Lordſhip has deſtroy'd 
Church Authority, which pretends Obedience 
to be a Duty, as a Popiſh Claim; you have 
allo as certainly deftroy'd every other Au- 
F. 3 thority 
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thority which demands Obedience as a Duty, 

as being equally a Pop Preſumption. 

V henever therefore you ſhall pleaſe to call 
away Servants, Children, or Subjects from 
their reſpectiv e A , Fathers,and Princes, 
you have as many Deinaunſtratious ready to 
prove them , Haute, if they will ſtick by 
their Obedience to them as a Duty of Cos, ſci- 
ence, and to prove their Governours 2 Popes, 
if they declaic their Diſobedience to be Cin, as 
vou have to prove Church Authority to be 

a Popiſh Claim. And I muſt beg leave to af- 
firm, that they are as much miſled who fol- 
low your Lordſhip againſt the Authority of 
the Church, as it they ſhould follow you in 
the fue Argiiment againſt owing any Au- 
thority of their Parents and Princes. 

Tie intent of all this is only to ſhew, that 
10 there is an Authority in the Church to 
v. hich our Obedience is a Duty and our Diſ- 
obecdlience a $72 (which is as high an Autho- 

rity as can be claim's) yet this Authority 

in-plics no more a_{7:g/fa/ Power of diſpo- 
ef our Souls, than any other Law ful Au- 

t! rity, which it is a 097 to difobey, implies 

{uch a Powcr. 

For where is the Danger to our Souls ? 
Hou is our Salvation made fſubje& ro the 

Picaſure of our Church Governours, becauſe 

God has appointed them to direct us in the 

manner of worſhipping him, and to preſide 

over things relating to Religion, and made it 


our 


t! 
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our Duty to obey them? How docs this 
imply a dangerous Power over our Salyation? 
If we fin againſt this Authority, we cndanger 
our Salvation, as we do by neglecting ay o- 
ther Ordinance of God; and our Damnarion 
is no more effected by any Power in the 
Perſons, whom we may be damn'd for di- 
obcying, than a Perſon that is n ior i. 
ling his Father, is damn'd by any Power of 
his Father's. | 
Neither is it in the Power of the Govcr- 
nours in the Church, tho' they have Autho— 
rity in Matters of Salvation, to make our Sal- 
vation any more difficult to us, than if they 
had no /ach Authority. 
For all their Injunctions muſt be cither 
Lau ful or Unlawful; if they are Lawful, | 
then by our Obedience to an Ordinauce of | 
God, we recommend our iclves to the Favour [ 
of God; and fare there is no harm in this '| 
Authority thus far. And if their Commands | 
are Unlawful, then by our not obcying 
them, we ſtill pleaſe God, in chuſing rather to 
obey him than Men, where 97h cannot be 
obey'd. And where, my Lord, is the Ter- 1 
ror of this Authority ſo much complain'd of? | 
How docs this make our Salvation lie at the 
Mercy of our Church Governours 2 We are 
{till as truly ſav'd or damn'd by our own Be- | 
haviour, as tho' they had no ach Authority | 
over us; and tho' we may make their Au- 
thority the Occaſion of our Damnation, by 
F 4 our 
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our rcbciling againſt it, yet it is only in ſuch 

a manner as any one may make Btiſin, or 

tlie Se of the Lord, rhe Occaſion of his 
Damnation, by a prophanc Rcriulal oi them. 

Upon the whole of this Mater, it appears, 
firſt, that when the Authority of the Church 
is aid to be an Arrhnu wi Watturs of Con- 
ference and Seloation, or an Authority which 
CONCEr Hs and &f/ ef/s our Sta'e with r: gard to 

he Favour of God; that this is the only true 
Meaning of tho!c Propofitions, vis. an Au- 
thority in Matters of Religion, to which O- 
beatence 1s a Duty, and: Diſobedience a Hin. 

Secondly ; Thar this Authoriry to which 
we are 7/75 06/78 d, is as conſiſtent with our 
working out our own Salvation, and no more 
puts our Souls into the Diſpoſal of ſuch Au- 
thority, than our Salvation is at the Mercy of 
our Parents and Princes, becauſe to obey 
their Authority is great Duty, and to dil- 
obey ir, a great “iu. 

Vour Lordſhip has yet another Argument 
againſt Char ch Author ity taken from the Na- 
ture of our Reformation, which it ſeems can- 
not be defended, if there was then this Church 
Authority we have been pleading for. 

Thus you ſay; 1f there be a Church Au— 
thority, I beg to know, how can the Refor- 


mation it ſelf 1 Juſtih d“ 
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My Lord, I cannot but wonder this ſhould 


be a Difficulty with your Lordſhip, who has 
writ ſo famous a Treatile to inform People 
how they not only may, but 97ght in point 
of Duty to get rid of a 7ea! Authority; I 
mean in your Defence of Reſeſtance. 

I tuppole it is taken for granted, that James 
the Second was King of Euglaud, that he had 
a Regal Authority over all the People of Eug- 
land, and that they all of what Station ſo— 
ever were his Jzbzefts; yet granting this 
Regal Authority in him, and this State of 
Subection in all the People of England, 
your Lordſhip knows how 10 ſct aſide that 


Government, and {ct up another Govern- 


ment; and even to make it our Det as Menu 
and Proteſtants to ict up another Govern- 
ment. 

Now ſince you know how to get rid of 
this Authority in ſo CHhriſliau and Proteſtant 
a manner, one can't but wonder how you 
ſhould be at a loſs to juſtify the Reformation, 
without ſuppoſing that the Church at hat 
time had no Authority. | 

For did you ever juſtify the Revolution, 
becauſe James the Second had no Kin Au- 
thority, or that the People of England were 
not his Sue ,]? Nay, did you not defend 
it upon the quite contrary Suppoſition, that 
tho' James the Second had a Regal Autho- 
rity, tho” all the People of England were his 


Subjeets, and had ſwore to be his fazthfur. 


Subjects, 
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Subjects, yet in ſpight of all theſe Confidera- 
tions, did you not aſſert that they not only 
might, but ought to ict him aſide and chuſe 
another Governour in his ſtead ? 

And yet after all this, you know not how 
to defend the Reformation, it is a perfectly 
loſt Cauſe, and not a word to be ſaid for it, 
nnicls we ſuppole that there was no Autho- 
7:/y in the Church when we reform'd from it. 
Surely if your Lordſhip lov'd to defend the 
Reformation, as well as you lov'd to defend 
the Revolution, you would not have ſo many 
Reaſons for one, and ore tor the other. 

For ſuppoſing an Authority in the Church, 
will not Tyranny, Breach of Fundamentals, 
and unlawful Terms of Communion, defend 
our Departure from a real Authority in the 
Church, as well as any G7zevances or Op- 
preſſions will defend our leaving a real Au- 
thority in the State? 

What a pitiful Advocate, what a Be- 
trayer of the Rights of the People would 
you recken him, who thonld tay, If there 
was any Regal Aithority in James the Se- 
cond, if the People of England were his 
Subjects; I beg to know, how can the Revo- 
lution 2c f be gu/tify'd ? 

Yer juſt ſuch an Advocate are yon, juſt 
ſuch a Betrayer of the Reformation; you 
can't defend it, it has no botrom to ſtand up- 
on; and if there was any Authority in the 
Church before the Reformation, you beg 2 

AW, 
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know, how the Reformation itſelf can be 


juſtify a? 
My Lord, I don't urge this to ſhew either 
that rhe Revolution and Reformaticn arc e- 
qually juſtifiable, or that they both are to be 
jultify'd upon the /ame Reatons; bur to ſhew 
that your Lordſhip from your gown Princi- 
ples needed not to have wanted as good Rea: 
ſons for the Reformation, as you have pro- 
duc'd for the Revolution, even ſuppoſing the 
Church of Rome had as real an Authority o- 
ver us as James the Second had, and that we 
were as truly in a State of Subjection to that 
Church before the Reformation, as we were 
in a State of Subjection to that King before 
the Revolution. 
Again, you proceed thus; [or there was 
then (ut the time of rhe Reformation) à Church, 
aud an Order of Church men, veſted with all 
ſuch ſpiritual Authority, as us of the Eſſence 
of the Church. There was therefore a Church 
Authority t oblige Chriſtzans; and a Power 
in ſome over others. What was it therc- 


fore to which we owe this very Church of 


England * ? 

Now, my Lord, I hope you will grant, 
that juſt at the time of the Revolution, 
c there was then a King, veſted with all ſuch 
« Civil Authority as is of the Eſſence of a 


4 
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« thority. 


© King. There was therefore a Regal Ar 
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« thority to oblige the People of England. 
« and a Power in one over others. Whar 
« was it therefore to which we owe this ye- 
« ry Revolution in England ?. 

I fuppole you will fay that we owe it, not 
to any Maut of Authority in the late Kin 
James, but to his Abuſe of his Authority: 
Why theretore is it not as eaſy to account 
for the Reformation, not from the Maut, but 
the Abuſe of Authority in the Church of 
Rome? ls it an Argument that the People 
of England were no Subjects, under no Go- 
vernment, nor had any King, becauſe they 
would no longer ſubmit to the Oppreſſrons 
and Grievances of a late Reign, bur aſſerted 
their Liberties, and appeal'd to the Conditi- 
ons of the Original Contract? 

If not, why is it an Argument that the 
Church had no Authority, becaule ſome Years 
ago the People of Euglaud would no longer 
ſubmit to the Corruptious, and unlawful In- 
junctions of the Church of Rome, but appeal'd 
to the Scriptures, and the Practice of the 
irt and pures Ages of Chriſtianity? 

If your Lordſhip was ſo entirely conſiſtent 
with your ſelf as you tell us you are; if you 
never purſued an . pug firther than the 
plain Reaſon of it lead you; how is it poſſible 
that you, who have ſo ſtrenuouſly defended 
the Re/;/tance of People againſt a Legal King *, 


* 
— 
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for ſo you expreſſly call him) ſhould declare 
that our Separation from the Church of /eome 
cannot be guſtzfy'd, without ſuppoſing that 
the Church of Rome had never any Authority 
over us? | 

For ſuppoſing that Church had been really 
our Sovereign in Affairs of Rcligion, is it not 
ſtrange that you, who have aſſerted that our 
preſent Settlement is owing entirely to the 
taking up Arms, and adhering to ſuch as 
were in Arms againſt their Sovereign *,thould 
yet declare that our oppoſing the Church of 
Rome, cannot be juſtity'd bur by ſuppoſing, 
that ſhe never had any J2verergnty over us? 

Is it not yet ſtranger that you, who have 
detended the Revoiution by comparing it to 
the Reformation, ſhould yet declare that the 
Reformation cannot be juſtity'd without ſup- 


poſing that the Church of Euglaud was un- | 


der no Authority of the Church of Rome? 

For, my Lord, if the Church of England 
had not been under the Authority of the 
Church of Rome, how could our oppoſeng 
that Church be compared to the ting 
of King James“ How could our Separation 
from that Church be a Defence of our with- 
drawing our Allegiance from King James, 
without ſuppoſing that the Church before that 
Separation had as Real and Legal Authority 
as that King had before the Revolution ? 


7 Ihid, P. 300. 
Your 


| 
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Your Words are theſe; Why ſhould that 
i. e. Reſiſtance) be abſolutely and entirely 
condemn'd, as a damnable Sin, any more than 
Church Separation, by which we got rid 0 

the Tyranny of Rome? And again, a// Church 
Reformation, zs not Church Deſtruction ; 
I hy therefore muſt all Reſiſtance be calld 
Rebellion * ? 

Now is it not very ſtrange, my Lord, that 
after this you ſhould aſſert that the Church 
had mo Authority before the Reformation; 
and that if it had any Authority, then our e- 
paration from it cannot be grffify'd 2 Is not 
this very ſtrange after you had uſed it as an 
Argument to juſtify the withdrawing of our 
Allegiance from King James the Sccond ? 

For let us ſuppoſe with you, that there was 
10 Church Authority at the time of the Re- 
formation, and then fee how excellent an Ar- 
gument you have found out in Defence of the 
Revolution, which, upon this Suppoſition, 
mult proceed in this manner. 

The Church of England might ſeparate 
from the Church of Rome, who had 2 Au 
thority over her; therefore the People of 
England might reſiſt their Legal King, who 
had a Regal Authority over them. Again, 
the Clergy of on who were 70 Sub. 
Jetts of the Church of Rome, might ſeparate 
from that Church ; therefore the People of 
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England, who were $ubjetts to King James 
the Second, might withdraw their A//egrance 
from him. 

Thus abſurd is your Argument made, by 
ſuppoſing that the Church had nor as rcal 
and rightful an Authority before the Refor- 
mation, as fames the Second had before the 
Revolution. 

Farther; Let us ſuppoſe with your Lord- 
ſhip, that zf there was a real Authority iu 
the Church at the time of the Reformation, 
then the Reformation has no bottom, but ts 
altogether unjuſt;fiable ; let us ſuppoſe that 
this Doctrine is true, and then ſce how con- 
ſeſtently you have argued upon this Suppo- 
ſition. 

You ſay the Reformation cannot be juſti- 
fy'd; it has no b9fom to ſtand upon, if the 
Church of Nome had a real Authority; yet 
this Oppoſizion, which is ſo entirely wrong, 
becauſe an Oppoſerion to Authority, is brought 
by you as a parallel Caſe to prove that the 
Reſiſtance againſt the Authorztv of King 
James was catircly right. This Reforma- 
tion, Which if it was brought about againſt 
any Church Authority, is laid to be for that 
very Reaſon without any Hot tom, and to have 
no Foundation, is us d by your Lordſhip to 
point out the ? Hot tom and firmboundation 
of the Revolution. 

And here let all the World judge whether 
Reaſon and Religion alone can induce any 

One 
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one to maintain the Truth, the Juſtice, the 
Honour, the Chriſtianity of the Revolution, 
as founded upon Reſiſtance to a Legal King; 
and yet condemn at the ſame time the Refor- 
mation, as having neither Reaſon, nor Truth, 
nor Juſtice to ſupport it, as founded upon a 
Departure from a real Authority in the Church 
of Rome. For Reaſon and Religion do as 
plainly give leave to depart from the bzghe/t 
Authority in the Church, when the Laws of 
God can't be obſerv'd without departing from 
it, as in any other Caſe; and there is no 
more Neceſſity of ſuppoſing or proving that 
there was no rightful Authority in the Church, 
to juſtify our departing from it, than it is ne- 
ceſſary to prove ſuch a Perſon not to be my 
Father, or to have no Authority over me, in 
order to juſtify my diſobey ing his unlawful 
Commands. 

Again, your Lordſhip is farther at a loſs a- 
bout the Reformarion, which cannot poſſibly 
be juſtify d, if afterwards, an Authority in 
Matters of Con/tzence and Salvation, be (till 
claim'd. _ 

Thus you lay; Nor can J ever under- 
ſtand, upon this bottom, (viz. the claiming 
{ach Authority) what it was that could move 
or juſtify #boſe, who broke off from the Ty- 
ranny of the Church of Rome; unleſs it be 
ſufficient to ſay, that it was only that Power 
inight change Hands *. 
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Here your Lordſhip cannot conceive any 
thing more unjuſtifiable than the Reforma- 
tion, if Church Authority is ſtill to he kept 
ap ; nor can you upon this Claim altign any 
other Pretence for reforming, but only that 
Power might change Hands. | 

D1d your Lordſhip then never hear of the 
Juſtice of removing one Authority, and ſet- 
ting up another? Can you think of no Caſe, 
where Equity, Honour, and Duty call'd upon 
2 People to reiſt one Power, and yet make 
another to ſucceed? 

Now if this Practice can be equitable and 
honourable, and is aflerted to be ſo by your 
Lordſhip, can it be conceiv'd that Reaſon a- 
lone ſhould induce yon to load the Reforma- 
tion with ſo much Guilt and Injuſtice, to 
condemn it as ſo groundleſs an Undertaking; 


becauſe tho' it fet aſide the Tyrannical Au- 


thority of the Church of Rome, yet it aſſert- 
ed a true Church Authority, and made Obe- 
dience to it neceſſary to obtain the Favour of 

God. 3 
Suppoſe ſome Friend to the Revolution, 
after hearing that the Prince of Orange was 
proclaim'd King, and a Regal Authority ſet 
up, ſhould then have ſaid in your Lordſhip's 
Words, I can never underſiand, upon this 
b;ttom, what it was that could move or ju- 
/lify thoſe, who broke off from the Tyranny 
F the late King James; wnl-ſs it was ſuf- 
fx ficient 
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ficient to ſay, that it was only that Power 
might change Hands. 

{ xppeal to your Lordſhip, whether any 
thing could be more extravagant and ſenſe- 
leſ than ſuch a Declaration as this from a 
Friend to the Revolution. 

And as I frecly appeal to the common Senſe 
of every one, whether your own Declaration 
expre(s'd in the ſame Words with regard to 
the Reformation, {ets you OUt to any better 
Advantage in relation to that. | 

For it is full as good Senſe to ſay, where 
is the Fuſlice of the Revolution, or what 
Foundation has 1t in the Reaſon of Things, 
if there is ſtill a King to be acknowledg d, 
anda Regal Authority to be ſubmitted to; as 
to call out for the Juſtice, and Equity, and 
Reaſon of the Reformation, if there is ſtill a 
Church Authority which we are oblig'd to 
obey. And it is as certainly the Shame and 
Reproach and Injuſtice of the Revolution, that 
a Government and Regal Authority 1s ſtill 
maintain'd, as it is the Shame, and Reproach, 
and Inj1/{ice of the Reformation,that à Church 
Authority is {HII aſſerted. 

And there was no more Neceſſity in the 
Nature or Reaſon of the Thins, that the Re- 
formation ſhould difown all Authority pro- 
pcriy fo call'd, in Matters of Religion, than 
that the Revolntion ſhould have rejected all 
Authority properly fo call'd in Civil Afairs. 

| Neither 
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Neither does the Reformation any more con- 
tradict itſelf, or undermine its own Founda- 
tion, and give the Papiſls an Advantage o- 
ver it, by claiming and aſflerting a Church 
Authority, than the Revolution contradicted 
itfelf, or conſpir'd its own Ruin, by ſetting 
up a King, and maintaining a Government in 
the State. And it had been juſt as 2% % as 
prudent, and politick Management, if the 
Revolution had ſet up no Government, but 


left every Man to himſelf in Civil Affairs, in 


order to have prevented the Return of the 
late King James; as if the Reformation had 
maintain'd no Church Authority, but left e- 
very Perſon's Religion to himſelf, in order to 
keep out Pohery. And it is juſt as muclt 
Matter of Joy and Triumph to the Papiſts, 
to ſee this Authority aſſerted in the Church 
of England, as it was Matter of Joy to the 


late King James to find that a Regal Ain bo- 


rity was ſet up againſt him. 

But togo on; your Argument, when put 
in form, will proceed in this manner. 

The Church of England departed from 
the Authority of the Church of Rome, there- 
fore we may lawfully depart from any Church 
Authority. And again; at the Reformation 
we lawſully ſeparated from the Communion 
of the Church of Rome, therefore we may 
33 lawfully ſeparate from any particular 
Communt91., | 


* 2 2 And 
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And now, my Lord, can any Argument 
be more trifling, or draw more abſurd Con- 
ſc quences after it, than this? And yet, ab- 
fird as it is, it is one of your beſt, and which 
you feem to take great Delight in; thus 
are we told in almoſt every Page, that if we 
will ſtand by the Reaſon and Juſtice of the 
F. furniatiom, we muſt give up af Aut ho- 
rity in Nlatters of Religion : and not pre- 
ter to a Neceſhity of being of any particu- 
lar Church, if we would juſtify our leaving 
the Romiſh Church. 
But pray, my Lord, vou have told us, that 
the People of England of all Stations did 
1w/illy and bonourably, &c. reſiſt the late 
king James; but does it therefore follow 
that "hey may 2 lam fully and honeurably re- 
liſt King George? If not, how docs it follow 
that hecauſe we might juſtly ſeparate from 
the Church of Rome. therefore others may as 
July ſeparate from the Church of England? 
Ls it inconſiſtent with the ine of the 
Revolution to declare Men Rebels, becauſe it 
was founded (as you afhrm) upon Reſiſtance? 
tnot, why muſt it be inconſiſtent with the 
1 rinciples ot the Church of England, to de- 
clare any Pcople Schiſmaricks, becauſe ſhe ſe- 
parated from the Church of Rome? Now if 
you will fay that all who take Arms at any 
time againſt any King, are juſtify'd by thoſe, 
who took Arms againſt the late King James; 
then you would have ſome Pretence to make 
' Our 
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our Separation from the Church of Rome 1 
Juſtification of every other Separation in the 
World. But ſince you cannot lay this, but 
have pretended to demonſtrate the contrary, 
that tho' ſometimes Re//ance is not Rebel- 
lion, yet ſometimes Refi ſtance certainly is 
Rebellion, you are partic [larly hard to the 
Reformation, to make it either juſtifjable 
in it ſelf, or elſe to be a Fuſtification of every 
other pretended Reformation. 

But however, as hard as you arc upon 
Reformation in this Place, making it, conti 
der'd as a Separation, a Defence of all other 
Separation from the Church of England; 
yet you your ſelf, to ſhew your equal regar J 
to both ſides of a Contradiction, have allert- 
ed the contrary, and declar d that as all Re- 
ſiſtance is not Rebellion, ſo neither is all Sc- 
paration Schiſm. 

Now, Iſuppoſe, when you ſay that ail Re- 
ſiſtance is not Rebellion, it is certainly im- 
ply 'd that ſome Re{lance may be Rebellion; 
and likewiſe by declaring i in the ſame man- 
ner all Separation not to "be Schiſm, it muſt 
as neceſſarily be imply'd that ſome Separa- 
tion may be Schiſm, Here therefore you 

plain. y teach us, that ſome Separation may 
— Schiſm, and ſome Separation may not be 
Schiſm ;, yet your preſent Argument is 
founded upon the contrary Suppoſition, that 


either all Separations arc Lawfid Or NONC 
83 are 
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are Lam fil; for it is the conſtant Complaint 
in every Chapter of your Book, that the 
Church "of England ſhould aſſert any Neceſ- 
ſity or Obligation upon others of conforming 
to her, when ſhe her ſelf deny'd the Neceſſi- 
ty of her conforming to the Church of Rome. 
80 that the Lawfidneſs or T7uſtice of her Sepa- 
ration from Rome, is urg'd to ſhew the equal 
Lawfulnefs and Fuſlice of all Separations 
from the Church of England; which Argu- 
ment 1s plainly s upon "this Propoſiti- 
on, that all Separations from any Churches, 
are cither equally Lare ful, or equally Unlaw- 
Ful. Which is directly contrary to this other 
Propoſition, that ſome Separation may he 
Schiſm, and ſome Separation may not be 
Schiſm. Which Contradiction is juſt as pal- 
pable, as if you had ſaid, all Reſiſtance is "not 
x Sin of Rebellion : yet all Reſiſtance is ei- 
ther equally lawful, or equally unlawful, 
But to go on, you ſay that all Reſiſtance 
1s not Rebellion, and Pan a Proof of it, ſay, 

that all C- urch Separation 18 not Schiſm ; 
which plainly impli:s, that there is at leaf 
is much Difference betwixt ſome Sefarations 
from different Churches, as there is betwixt 
ſome armed Re/i/ances againſt different Kings. 
Now if, according to your Lordſhip, there! is 
28 much Difference betwixt Reſiſtances, as 
there is betwixt an Action that is a Duty, 
and an Acton that [1 is a Sin, and you have 
prov d 
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prov'd this Difference, by comparing thoſe 
Reſiſtances to different ſorts of Separations, 
then it will neceſſarily follow that there may 
be, nay muſt be, as much Difference betwixt 
one Separation and another Separation, as 
there is betwixt one Action that is a Dry, 
and another Action that is 2 Sin. This be- 
ing the true State of the Caſe, your Lordſhip's 
Argument in Defence of the Separatiſls ta- 
ken from our Separation from the Church of 
Rome, will ſtand thus. 

We ſeparated from the Church of Rome, 
becauſe ſuch Separation was our Duty, there- 
fore the Fanaticks may ſeparate from the 
Church of England, tho ſuch Separation is 
2 Sin Which is as rational an Argument, as 
if it thould be (41d, ſuch a one kill'd a Man 
lawfully, therefore any one clſe may kill a 
Man wnlawfully, For if ſome Separation 
may be a Duty, and ſome Separation a Sr, 
it is as falſe and ridiculous to infer, that if 
our Separation is juſt, it juſtifies a// other Se- 
parations; as to conclude, that becauſe we 
may do our Duty, others may tranſgreſs their 
Duty. For there being manifeſtly, and from 
your own Acknowledgment, this great Diffe- 
rence between one Separation and another Se- 
paration, that one Separation in ſuch Circum- 
ſtances, will no more juſtify a Separation in 
other Circumſtances, than the Lawfulneſs of 
killing a Man in ſome Cafes, will prove ic 
Iawrul to kill a Man in all other Caſes. 

2 Now 
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Now if 1 your Lordſhip has any Demonſtra- 
zions ready, to ſhew that Reſſtancè in ſome 
Circumſtances is a Chriſtian Duty, and Reſiſt- 
255 7 in {ome other Circumſtances is a dam- 
nable Sin; and that it may be as great a Sin 
to reſiſt {ome Princes, as it is a Duty to re- 
ſiſt ochers; if you can help us to any plain 
Rule, any certain Signs to know an honeſt 
Chriſtian R-/iſler, from a Reſiſter who is a 
Rebel and in danger of Damnation; I hope 
there may he found as plain Rules to ſhew 
us who ſcparates lawfully, and who ſeparates 
unlawfully from any particular Church. If 
you car. give any Reaſons why the late King 
James might be reſiſted then, and yet ſhew 
it a Sin to reſiſt King George now, it's 
ſomething ſtrange that you cant find any 
Reaſons, why it was our Drty to ſeparate 
from the Church of Rome then, and yet ſhew 
it a Sin to {eparate from the Church of Eng- 
land nom. 

For Iwould ſuppoſe at leaſt, that there 1s 
as much Ditterence between ſcparating from 
the Church of England and ſeparating from 
the Church of Rome, as there 1s betwixt Re- 
fiſtance againſt a good King, and Reſiſtance 
againſt a Trrannical Oppreſlor ; and if there 
be this Difference, then you mut Allow, that 
it is as falſe to argue from the Lawfilneſs of 
ſeparating from one Church, to the Lawful- 
neſs of ſeparating from rhe other, as it would 
eto argue, that becauſe opprellive Tyrants 
may 
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may be reſiſted, therefore juſt and good Kings 
may be reſiſted. I have been the longer in 
examining this Doctrine in this particular 
View in relation to Reſiſtance, that it may be 
ſeen with how much Truth you ſay, you have 
recommended ſiich Principles as ſerve to eſta- 
bliſh the Intereſt of our common Country and 
our common Chriſtianity, of human Society and 
true Religion, upon one uniform, ſteady, and 
conſiſtent Foundation *. 

For it is evident that thefe Principles, if 
put in Practice, directly tend to the utter 
Ruin of our common Country, and our com- 
mon Chriſtianity ; for I have ſhewn that all 
the Arguments which you have advanced 
againſt Church Authority, if they have any 
Force, conclude with the ſame Force againſt 
all ſorts of Authority in the World. 

I ſhall now proceed to a moſt remarkable 
evaſive Denial of every thing you have ſaid 


relating to Church Authority, from your 
own Mouth. 


— 


* Pref. to Com. Rights of Subjects. 
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A Remarkable Evaſion of your Lordſhip's 
in Relation to Church Authority, 


=> HE Learned Committee charg'd 
wi your Lordſhip with denying _ 
Authority to the Church, and lea- 

- ving it without any Authority to 
bn 1 —_ or puniſh Offenders in the 45 
fairs of Conſcience and eternal Salvation *, 
To ſupport this Charge, they quoted theſe 
Words of your Sermon; Chrift is ſole Law- 
giver to his Subjefts, and himſelf ſole Fudge 
of their Behaviour in the Affairs of Conſcience 
and Salvation ; in theſe Points he hath left 
behind him no viſible human Ait hor ity. 

Now, how 1s 1t that your Lordſhip has 
clear d your felf from this Charge ? Why tru- 
ly by * that by a Denial of all 
Church Authority, you only meant to deny 
to the Governours of the Church a Power 
of paſſing the irrever/ible Sentence, or that 
Chriſt has left no viſible Authority here to 
Judge People at the laſt Day. When you 
talk'd ſo much of Church Authority | in Mat- 
ters of Religion, and of an Authority left be- 
bind, 1t was very reaſonable to think that 


— 


— 
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you was ſpeaking of an Authority which re- 
lated to the Church in this World. But it 
ſeems, all you have deny'd in relation to 
Church Authority, 1s only this, that any one 
but Chriſt ſhall paſs the irreverſible Sentence, 
or judge us at the laſt Day. 

For you fay ; As Chriſt is to paſs the ir- 
reverſible Sentence, thus he is Fudge alone. 
And what I affirm of him, I deny of others 
in the ſame Senſe in which 1 affirm it of 
him : And in no other Senſe can I be ſup- 
pare, to deny it, becauſe it anſwers no Pur- 
poſe *. 

Therefore when you ſay no Men have any 
Authority in Affairs of Religion and Conſci- 
ence, you only ſay that no Men have Autho- 
my to paſs the zrreverſible Sentence at the 
laſt Day. For you declare that thus it is that 
Chriſt alone is Judge, and you only deny that 
of others, which you affirm of him, and con- 
ſequently the only Authority which you de- 
ny them, is that of judging the World at 
the laſt Day. 

Strange! my Lord, that after ſo many ela- 
borate Pages for Eccleſiaſtical Liberty, ſo ma- 
ny Complements receiv'd for your ſucceſsful 
Attacks upon Church Autbority ;, that after 
all, you ſhould declare, that you have not ſo 
much as touch'd upon Church Authority, 
but have only been lahouring to demonſtrate 


CY 


— 
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that the Judgment of the laſt Day is commit- 
ted to Chriſt alone. 

Chriſt, you ſay, is in no other Senſe Fudge 
of the Behaviour of Chriſtians in theſe Points, 
than as their Condition mul! and will be de- 
rermin 4 by hi, Sentence. And when I deny 
this of Men, I do not, I cannot, mean to deny 
this of them in any other Senſe, but that i m 
which I affirm it of Chriſt *. 

So that when you in plain Words ſeem to 
rag all Authority in the Church, as by ſay- 

„that Chriſt alone is Tudge of the Bebe 
cons of Chriſtians, in Matters of Religion, 
and that he has left behind him no uiſible Hhu— 
man Authority in theſe Points; and ſuch 
Uke Phraſes, as ſeem to ordinary Underſtand- 
ings to deny all Rule and Authority 1n the 
Church; you only mean, that no one but 
Chriſt is to paſs the Sentence at the laſt Day. 
This is the Key your Lordſhip has given us 
to your Writings, which indeed gives them 
quite another Face, and makes them ſuch a 
Corſe of Anm ſemente, as exceeds all which 
have yet been ſcen in that kind; as will ap- 
pear from the following Particulars. 

Thus when you ſay, that in the Affairs 
of Conſe ience and Salvation, Chriſt hath left 
no viſible human Authority bebind bim. The 
meaning 1s this, that Chrift bath left no 
* behind bim in this World, to 'paſe the 
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irpeverſible Sentence in the next World, 


7. E. hath left no one to do that here, which 


cannot be done till hereafter, This is the 
ſublimeſt Senſe which this Paſſage is capable 
of, from your own Conſtruction. 

Again, you ſay, the Church of Chriſt is 
the Number of Perſons who are fincerely 
and willingly Subjefs to him as their Law- 
giver and Fudge *;, which, according to this 
new Key, is to be thus underſtood; The 


Church of Chriſt is the Munber of Perſons 


who will ſincerely and willingly ſubmit to 


the Sentence of Chriſt at the laſt Day, For 
you ſay, we are to ſubmit to him as our 
Judge; and you exprelſsly ſay, he is zu no 


other Senſe judge of the Behaviour of Chri- 


ftians, than as he is to paſs the zrreverſible 
Sentence; therefore if we are to be willingly 
and ſincerely ſubject to him as Fudge, our 
Obedience or Subjection to him as Judge, can 
be no otherwiſe expreſs'd, than by our Sub- 
miſſion to his Sentence than pronounc'd. 

So that this Difinition comes at laſt to ſig- 
nify a Number of Perſons, who ſincerely and 
willingly ſubmit, ſome to be ſav'd, and ſome 
to be damn'd at the laſt Day; for this will 
be the Effect of Chriſt's Sentence as Judge. 

This is as found Divinity, as if I ſhould 
define the Church of Chriſt, to be a Number 
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of Perſons, who ſinterely and willingly ſub- 
mit, ſome to live, and ſome to die. 

Again, you ſay, that your Do@rines rela- 
ting to the Authority of the Church, 1s the 
very Foundation on which the Church of Eng- 
land fands; and that they are ſo neceſſary 
for its Continuance, that without them it's 
impoſſible to defend it's Cauſe againſt the Ro- 
man Catholicks. 

Now your Doctrine concerning Church 
Authority, you have over and over declar'd 
to be only this, that Chriſt alone ſhall judge 
the Warld at the laſt Day. For you ex- 
preſsly ſay, that you deny the Church an Au- 
thority of judging in no other Senſ», than in 
the Senſe in which you affirm it of Chriſt. 

Now, my Lord, how comes this Doctrine 
to be the Support of the Church of England? 
How can it poſſibly have any relation to the 
Merits of the Cauſe? Does it follow, that the 
Pope had no Legal Authority in England, 
that Tranſubſlantiation is falſe, that Purga- 
tory is à groundleſs Fiction, and Prayers 
to Saints are unlawful, becauſe Chrift alone 
(hall judge the World 2 This 1s what you 
have affirm'd of Chriſt, this is all which you 
have deny'd of Men; and this Doctrine it 
ſeems about Church Authority, as you are 
pleas'd to call it, is the only Support of the 
Church of England, and the very Foundation 


— 


en which it Nands. 
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. A Roman Catholick tells me that Tran ſub- 
ſantiation is true; I anſwer him no, that 
cannot be, and that for this reaſon, becauſe 
no Order of Men ſhall judge us at the laſt | 
Day, Chrift alone ſhould do it. Could any l 
thing be more extravagant, or more foreign l 
to the Purpoſe, than ſuch an Anſwer as this 
to a Roman Catholick ? And yet, according 
to your Account of the Matter, this is the 
| only Anſwer which can be defended. For 
| you have deny 'd no Authority to the Church, 
but that which peculiarly belongs to Chriſt 
as Tudge at the laſt Day; and yet you ſay 
that your Doctrine relating to Church Au- 
thority, is the very Foundation and Support | 
of the Reformation. | 
Now if this Doctrine be our only Defence 
againſt the Church of Rome, and what alone 
ſupports us againſt that Church, then the 
Presbyterians, the Independents, Quakers, \ 
and all ſorts of Fanaticks, who own this | 
Doctrine, that Chriſt alone ſhall paſs the 
laſt Sentence, are by it as well defended 
againſt the Church of England, as ſhe is 
againſt the Church of Rome; ſo that it makes 
us as much wrong in regard to the Di//enters ; | 
as 1t makes us right in regard to the Papiſts ; | 

and tho it ſhould give us Vid over the 

Papiſts, yet it makes us fall a Conqueſt to 

the Fanaticks, For it is certainly as proper 

for a Quaker to reply to the Church of Eug- 

land, that his Reformation is juſtify A againſt 

the 
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the Authority of the Church of England, be- 
caufe Chriſt alone ſhall judge the World at 
the laſt Day; as for the Church of England 
to make that Anſwer to the Church of Rome. 
Your Lordſhip ſays, for you to deny 
Church Authority in any other Senſe, an- 
ſwers no Purpoſe, Pray, my Lord, what 
Purpoſe does this manner of denying an- 
ſwer? Here is a Diſpute about Church Au- 
thority, and the Powers of Eccleſiaſtical Go- 
vernours : your Lordſhip interpoſes, and de- 
clares that no Men ſhall paſs the irreverſible 
Sentence at the laſt Day. To what Pur- 
poſe, my Lord, is this Declaration? Does 
it ſtrrke any Light into the Controverſy, or 
any way point out the Merits of the Cauſe? 
Does this inform us whether there is any ſuch 
thing as Church Authority, or where it is 
ſeated? If two Families were trying their 
Title to the Tame Eſtate, and the Judge 
ſhould pretend to determine the Matter, by 
ſaying that God alone is ſole Proprietor of 
all Things, it would be as much to the Pur- 
poſe, as to tell us in the Controverſy about 
Church Authority, that Chrift alone ſhall 
judge the IVorld, Does this any way prove 
that there is no human Authority in the 
Church, or that Chriſtians are no way con- 
cern d with it? What an excellent Argument 
is this? Chriſt alone ſhall judge the World, 
therefore no Men have any Authority in Re- 
ligion, therefore it can no way affect your 
With 
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with regard to the Fayour of God, whether 
you ſubmit or not, to ſuch human Autho- 
rity ? 

Whether your Lordſhip is forc'd upon this 
Method of explaining your ſelf, by any other 
Motives than thoſe of Sincerity and Convi- 
ction, is what I ſhall not preſume to ſay; but 
I believe, if a Perſon ſhould be call'd to ac- 
count for ſaying the Ling had no Right to 
create Peers, and ſhould afterwards defend 
himſelf, by ſaying that he only meant he 
could not create in that Senſe, in which 
God alone could create; Iam apt to think 
ſuch a Defence would be no great Recom- 
mendation of his Sincerity. But, my Lord, 
it would be as proper and as ingenuous for 
4 Perſon ſo accus'd to make ſuch a Defence, 
or rather ſuch an Eſcape, as for your Lord- 
ſnip, after the moſt expreſs repeated Denials 
of all Church Authority, to declare that you 
only meant to exclude it from paſling the 
irreverſible Sentence at the laſt Day, And 


the Nature of Church Authority is as much 


ſettled and determined by this Declaration, 
as the King's Power in his Kingdom, as to 
the Creation of Peers, is declar'd by ſaying 
that God alone can create, : 
For is it any Argument that no Perſons have 
any particular Authority to baptize others, to 
admit to the holy Sacrament, and exclude un- 
worthy Perſons from it, becauſe they are not 
% judge the World at the laſt Day? 6 it a 
11 Proot 
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Proof that Biſhops have no Authority to or- 
tun, to confirm; no Commiſhon from God 
to take care of Religious Matters, and ſee 
that all Things in the Divine Service be done 
decently and in order, becauſe Chriſt alone is 
to paſs judgment upon all ar the laſt Day? 
Does it follow that Men are under no Church 
Authority, but may chuſe any Government, 
or no Government as they pleaſe, becauſe 
Chriit alone {hall call the World to Judgment? 
here is as much Logick in ſaying that Feſus 
(rift ſuffered under Pontius Pilate, there— 
fore Biſhops have no more Authority than 
Lay- men; as to fay they have no Authority 
in Religious Affairs, becauſe Chriſt is to judge 
the World. 
Yet you ſay this was the only proper 
Senſe in which you could be ſuppos'd to de- 
ny it. Now, my Lord, I ſhould have thought 
ir had been more to the Purpoſe, to have 
deny d © burch Authority in ſome ſuch Senſe, 
as it had been falſely claim'd by ſome body 
or other, that it might have been ſaid that 
von had an Adverſary fome where or other. 
Bur in this Matter, you have not ſo much as 
an N dveriary in this W orld; for no one pre- 
tends to be judge, 4s Chriſt is Judge, or ſets 
up the Authority of the Church in Oppoſi- 
tion to the laſt Tribunal; yet this is the on- 
5 manner of Judging, the only ſort of Au- 
taority, which you lay you have deny d to 
others; therefore you have only deny'd that 
| which 


(99) 


which was never claim'd; you have only de- 
ny'd that which no more relates to urch 
b ity, than it relates to Church Muſick. 
The Pope him'elf neither pretends to paſs 
Sentence at the laſt Dꝛy, nor that his Judg- 
ments here will have any Effect in the next 
| World; but conditionally, that is, clave no 
| errante. Now this is not a Senſe in which 
Chriſt alone is Judge, therefore it is not a [ 
Senſe in which you have deny'd it to others. 
So that notwithſtanding this long cluborate | 
Treatiſe againſt Church Tyranny and Popiſh 
Claims, Popery it ſelf is as ſafe and ſonnd as 
ever it was. For you have deny 4 this Power 
of Judging in no other Senſe, than as you | 
have affirm'd of Chriſt, as he is to paſs the | 
laſt irrever ſible Sentence at the Dry of Judg- | 
ment; but the Pope does not claim it in 
that Sen e, therefore the Papal Power 1s 
untouch'd by your Lordſhip. | 

Here I muſt obſerve how your Lordſhip | 
has evaded the great Points in Diſpute, bat! 
concerning the Nature of the Church. and | 
Church Authority. When you was charg'd | 
with deſcribing the Church contrary to Scri- 
pture and the "Article | in the Church of Eng- | 
land; your Anſwer Wis, that you had only | 
delerib d the Invi/ible C Burch; which was ſay- | 
ing in other Words, that in 2 Di” Oute amonglt 
Viſible Churches, and about Church Co: n- 
munion, you deſcrib'd a Clurci which had 
no relation to the Matter, nor ever can have to 
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ny Diſpute amongſt Chriſtians. This, my 
Lord, to ſpeak tenderly of it, may be call'd 
only an Evaſton. 

Again, as to Church Authority, your Lord- 
(hip has been charg'd with denying it all, and 
leaving it no right to judge or cenſure in the 
Affairs of Conſcience. Your Anſwer is this, 
that you have only deny 1 that Chriſt has left 
any Men here to judge us at the laſt Day. 
That is, in a Controverſy about the Exiſtence 
of Church Authority, the Extent and Obli- 
gation of its Laws, you have only deny'd 
ſuch an Authority as no body claims, nor e- 
ver will be executed till 20 Viſible Churches, 
and Diſputes about them, will be at an end, 
vis. the Day of Judgment. 

This, my Lord, is another Evaſion, and 
that in the very chief Point in Diſpute, where 
Sincerity ſhould have oblig'd you to have 
been open, clear and expreſs. But no ſooner 
are you touch 'd upon this Point, but you fly 
into the Clouds, and the very Diſſenters 
themſelves loſe fight of you. 

Thus when you had plainly ſaid, that Chriſt 
hath left behind him no viſible human Au- 
thority in the Affairs of Conſcience, the Diſ- 
{centers might juſtly think they had nothing 
to be charg'd with for their Diſobedience to 
Biſhops; they might well think that they 
were left to any Government, or no Govern- 

ment in Religion, as they pleas'd, ſince Chriſt 
had left no Hiſible human Authority; but then 
| how 
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how muſt they be aſtoniſh'd, my Lord, to 
find that your Aſſertion about Church Autho- 
rity,does not at all relate to the Church in this 
World, but to the Exerciſe of a certain Au— 
thority in the next World, after all Churches 
on the Earth are at an end? To find that you 
have deny'd no Authority to any Men, but 
that which peculiarly belongs to Chriſt at 
the laſt Day: That is, that vou deny'd no 
Authority which ever was claim'd either by 
Proteſtant or Popiſh Churches, or indeed 
which relates to the Church in this World? 

Suppoſe, when his Majeſty was laſt at 
Hanover, any one ſhould have aſſerted, that 
the Regency had no Authority in Civil Mat- 
ters; would the Regency have thought it a- 
ny Excuſe, if he had ſaid that he only meant 
they were not the Governours of Hanover £ 
Yet, my Lord, it would be as proper an A- 
pology for him who had deny'd the Power 
of the Regency in Great Britain, to ſay he 
only meant they had not the ſupreme Power 
in Hanover, as for your Lordſhip, after a 
Denial of all Viſible Church Authority in this 
World, to ſay you only deny'd an Authority 
to paſs the irreverſible Sentence in the next 
World. 

Thus has your Lordſhip left the Diſpute, 
and only pretended to deny that which no 


body ever claim'd, vis. that any Men haze . 


Authority to judge the World in Chriſt's ſtead, 
or paſs the irreverſible Sentence at the taft Day. 
H 3 Lour 


162 


Your Lordſhin 1s here apprehenſive, that 
you hall be charg'd with fighting without an 
Adv rſeiy, and therefore you point out ſe- 
veril, and ſay, I meant it againſt thoſe who 
are 75 very free in declaring ethers of Chy ift's 
Snhjefs out of God's Favour ;, and in obliging 
A. night God, to execute the Sentences of 
Men. 
here has been indeed; my Lord, a Num 
ber of Men, ever ſince Chriſtianity appear d 
in the Worlq, who have been very free in 
declaring H:reticks and Schiſmaticks out of 
God's Favour, and who have maintain'd that 
theſe Hereticks and Schiſmaticks, when cen- 
ſur'd by the Church, cannot be receiv'd into 
God's Favour, but by their ſubmitting to, and 
returning to the Church. But now, if your 
Lordſhip means your Doctrine againſt theſe, 
you are {111 7e1tbort an Adverſury, and might 
as well mean it againſt no Body; for theſe 
Men never pretended to ju, others in 
Chriſt's lead, or to ered an Fccleſiaſtical 
Aut hority in Oppoſi ion to the Great Tribu- 
nat, which is the only Authority you pretend 
20 de 1. 
Vou go on: „ If we bed no ſuc) amongſt 
Fro teſiunts ; yet It might be pardonable 1 to 
gaard oh People 4 2ainft the Pr ſiuupt ions 
' toe Roman Cathiolicks ; who aſſume to 
5 Hat Pomor 67 FPudoment, which 
Shriſt alone can nave, 
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Surely your Lordſhip muſt have ſo erent 
an Averſion to Popery, that you never could 
ſo much as look into their Books; for vther- 
wife ] can't conceive how you thould not 
know, that the Roman Catholicks pretend to 
no Power of Judging fo as to affect Pcople, 
but upon certain Conditions, as cate nn ar- 
rante ; but I ſuppoſe this is not a Power &f 
Judging which belongs to our Siviovr; dove 
non errante has no Place in his Judginente. 
Huw then can your Lordſhip charge the Pa- 
piſts with aſſuming his Power, when that 
which they aſſume, cannot be aſcrib'4 to hin 
without Blaphemy ? So that, my Lord, it 
is juſt as pardonable to guard your Pco- 
ple againſt theſe Preſumptions, as it is to a- 
larm them with falle and imaginary Dan- 
gers. 

Again you ſay; But hom lately is it, 
that we have had People terrijy d with thi: 
Ury Preſumption, EVEN by Proteſlants ; and 
the Terms f Church Power, and the ſpiri- 
tual fatals Effects of Church Cenſures made 
uſe of to frighten Men into a ſeparate Com- 
miunion £ 

My Lord, I ſhall not here enter into the 
Merits of that Controverſy, which your Lord- 
ſhip here points at; it being the Doarine it 
ſelf which your Lordihip blames, and not the 
Miſapplication o' it. Thus you cenſure them, 
not becauſe they would draw Pcople from a 
true Church to a fue one, but becauſe they 

| H 4 pretend 
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pretend to frighten Men out of one Commu- 
nion into another. This is your Lordſhip's 
heavy Charge againſt them, that they ſhould 
preſume to talk of the Differences of Com- 
munions, and prefer oe Communion to ano- 
ther. So that whoever thinks any way of 
Worſhip to be dangerous, and endeavours to 
withdraw People from it, is here cenſur'd by 
your Lordſhip, as pretending to judge in 
Chriſt's ſtead, and ſetting up an Aurhority 
in Oppoſition to the laſt Day. 

Your Lordſhip ſaith, it is with this very 
Preſumption (viz. that they can paſs the ir- 
reverſible Sentence) that theſe Men have en- 
deauour d to frighten People into a ſeparate 
Communion, If I ſhould {xy that it is upon 
Preſumption that Chriſt never appear'd in the 
World, that your Lordſhip has deliver'd your 
late Doctrines, I ſhould freely ſubmit to the 
Charge of Calumny ; and I am ſure your 
Lordſhip has ventur'd as far in ſaying that it 
was with this very Preſinmption that theſc 
Men deliverd ſuch Doctrines. And your 
Lordſhip has as much Ræaſon to charge thei 
with Atheiſm, as with this very Preſump- 
tion; for they no more preſume to judze in 
Chriff's flead, or paſs the irrever/ible Sentence, 
than they preſume there is no God, - 

Your Lordſhip has ſtill, it ſeems, ano- 
ther Adverſary, a late Writer (the Dean 
of Cnicpeſter) vhs has ſpoken: unwarily of 


* 
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the Church inflicts, being generally ſuſpend- 
ed till the Offender comes into the other 
IWorld x. 55 
This firſt Cenſure is very modeſt, carrying 
it no farther than an unwary Expreſſion; but 
preſently the Charge advances; and, you 
ſay, if it be thus, you confeſs you think the 
Condition of Chriſtians much worſe than the 
Condition in which St, Paul deſcribes the 
Heathens, who are left to their own Conſci- 
ences and the righteous Fudgment of God. So 
that at laſt it comes to this, that the Dear 
has taught ſuch Doctrine as makes it more 
deſirable to be a Heathen than a Chriſtian, 
Let us therefore try how this Charge is 
ſupported : The Dean has ſaid, the Efefts 


of ſpiritual Puniſhments are generally ſu- 


ſpended till the Offender comes into another 


World Þ ; therefore, ſays your Lordfhip, the 
Condition of Chriſtians is much worſe than 
that of Heathens, and the reaſon is this, be- 
cauſe Heathens are left to their own Conſci- 
ences and the righteous Fudgment of God; ſo 
that if ſpiritual Puniſhments ſignify any thing 
to Offenders in the other World, or have a- 


ny Effect there, then ſuch People are in 
your Lordſhip's Judgment, not left to their 


own Conſciences and the righteous Fudoment 


of Got 


* Anſw. to Repr. p. 35. + Serm, p. 8. 
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Pray, my Lord, how does it follow that if 
ſpiritual Puniſnments have any Effect in the 
other World, that then Offenders are not left 
to the righteous Jude ment of God? 

Is it an Argument that People are not left 
to the righteous Fudgment of God becauſe they 
are to be puniſh'd in the other World? Or is 
1t an Argument that they are excluded from 
God's righteous Judgment, becauſe they are 
not puniſh'd till they come thither ? I ſhould 
have thonght it a plain Argument for the di- 
rect contrary, and that one could not give 2 
ſtronger Proof that ſuch Offenders were left 
ts the righteous Fudement of God, than by 
ſaying that the Effects of ſuch Puniſhments 
are not felt till the Offender comes into 
the other World; I ſhould have thought 
this a manifeſt Declaration that the Offender 
was to fall to the ri; hteous Fudoment of God, 
ſince he was not to feel any Puniſhment till 
he was fallen into Gnd's Hands. If the Dean 
had intended to teach that Church Puniſh- 
ments have no Effect, but ſuch as the righ- 
zeous Judgment of God gives them, how 
could he have better fignify'd his Intention, 
than by declaring that the Effects of ſuch 
Puniſhments ave generally ſnſnended till the 
Offender comes into the other World 2 How 
could the Dean more expreſsly guard a- 
gainſt any horrible Apprehenſions of Church 
Cenſures, or more directly refer the Cauſc to 
God, than he has here done? His Words 

are 
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are a plain Declaration, that ſuch Offenders 
muſt fall to the righteous Fudgment of Gad. 
fince they are to fall into his Hands before 
they feel the Effects of ſuch Puniſhment. 

If any diſcontented Offender againſt the 
Church ſhould tell me, that if the Cenſures 
of the Church can ſignify any thing to him, 
he ſhould be glad tu be a Heathen and have 
his Fate amongſt them; would it not be ſuf- 
ticient Matter of Satisfaction to tell him, that 
theſe Puniſhments will have no Effect but in 
the other World, where there can be no Inju- 
ſtice; and that it is the ſame God who judges 
the Heathers, who will judge Chriſtians ? 

Yet this Declaration, which is the only 
Ground for Satisfaction to Men of Conſci— 
ence, under the Cenſures of the Church, is 
by your Lordſhip pretended to be ſuch an 
Evil as to make us rather reſign our Chri- 
ſtianity, than ſubmit to it. This is all which 


the Dean has ſaid to make it more defirable to 


be a Heathen than a Chriſtian. 

Suppoſe, my Lord, the Matter had been 
worded ſtronger, and inſtead of ſaying that 
the Effects of Spiritual Puniſhments are ge- 
nerally ſuſpended till the Offenders come in- 
to the other World, it had heen ſaid, the 
ſpiritual Cenſures of the Church ſhall riſe in 
the Tudgment and condemn Offenders, If it 
had been thus expreſs1, what Complaints 
might you not have made againſt ſuch unwa- 
ry Expreſſions 2 What Cruelties and Hard- 

ns thips 
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thips might you not have charg'd on ſuch 
Doctrine? And how advantagiouſly might 
you have compard the Felicity of Hea- 
theniſm to ſuch Chriſtianity? 

But, my Lord, that Divine Perſon who 
has reſerv'd to himſelf the righteous Judgment 
of the World, has yet declar'd to a certain 
Generation, that the Men of Nineveh ſhall 
riſe up in the Fudgment with them and con- 
d:mn them, becauſe thoſe repented at the 
preaching of Jonas, but theſe did not, tho a 
greater than Jonas was with them. 

Now, my Lord, here lies the ſame Ohje- 
ction againſt this Doctrine, which there does 
againſt the Dean's. For is it not full as hard 
that the Repentance of the Men of Nineveh, 
or any where elſe, ſhould have any Effect 
upon the Impenitent at the Day of Judgment, 
4s that the Cenſures of the Church ſhould 
have any Effect upon Offenders in the other 
World? Is it not as cruel that the Impeni- 
tent ſhall have their Guilt aggravated by o- 
ther People's Preaching or Repentance, as by 
other People's Cenſures? And would it not 
be as proper here to ſay, if this be ſo, happy 
they who never heard of. Preaching or Re- 
pentance, 3s to ſet forth the Happineſs of 
Heathens, becauſe they are free from Church 
Cenſures ? If the Sentence of the Church 
will riſe in Judgment and condemn Offenders, 
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then you ſay ſuch Perſons do not fall to the 
righteous Judgment of God. But is not this 
as true of the Men of Nineveh, that if they 


{hall riſe up in Judgment and condemn the 


Impenitent, that then ſuch Perſons are not 


left to the righteous ꝓudgment of God? 

So that had you been one of our Saviour's 
Hearers, you muſt have been as much aſto- 
niſhed at his Doctrine, as at the Dean's un- 
wary Expreſſion, and have been oblig'd to 
ſay then, as you have ſaid now, that you 
have ſuch Notions of the Goodneſs of God, 
and of his gracious Deſigns in the Goſpel, 
that you think it your Duty to declare your 
Judgment, that the Suppoſition is greatly 
injurious to the Honour of God and 5f the 
Goſpel, and the thing "(If impoſſible to be 
conceiv'd *, 


Your Lordſhip has here only advanc'd this 


Argument againſt the Significancy of Church 


Cenſures, but any one elſe may as juſtly and 


to as much Purpoſe urge it againſt every 


Part of Chriſtianty. | 

Thus it may ſerve to prove that it would 
be better never to have had the Scriptures ; 
for if any Texts of Scripture ſhall rife in 
Judgment and condemn thoſe who diſbelieved 


them, or diſregarded their Doctrine, then it 


may he ſaid, much happier are the Heathens, 
who have nothing of this to fear from any 


a 
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Scriptures, but are left to their own Conſci- 
ences and the righteous Judgment of God, 
Again; As this Argument proves ever 

the Scriptures to be an Unhappineſs, ſo will 
it prove every Advantage in human Life to 
be a Mi ery. | 

For it is certain that the Examples of re- 
ligious Men, the good Advice of our Friends, 
and the virtuous Commands of our Parent: 
and Governours, will, if neglected, affect oui 
Condition; and tho', like the ſpiritual Cor- 
zefions of the Church, they may not be felt 
here, yet hereafter they will riſe in Judgment 
and condemn us. May I not here ſay with 
your Lordſhip, if the Caſe be thus; if o- 
ther People's Wiſdom, Virtue, Advice or 
Commands can affect our State in the next 
World, then more happy are thoſe who nc- 
ver {aw a good or wiſe Man in their Lives, 
and who have nothing to fear from the Aa- 
vice or Commands of any, but are left to 
their own Conſciences and the righteous Fude- 
ment of God. | | 

So that you can't condemn the Dean's 
Doctrine as horrible, without condemning it 
as an horrible thing, that the Men of Nine- 
veb ſhould rife in Judgment and condemn the 
impenitent 7e; or an horrible thing that 


2 | 
the Light of the Goſpel, the Bl-/jings of 
Chriſtian.ty,and the Advantages of Education 
ſhould have any Ef-& in the next World up- 
on thoſe, who deſpiſed them in this World. 
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Of the Authority of the Church, as it re- 


lates to Excommunication. 


N order to vindicate this Doctrine 
thoroughly, and ſhew upon what 
bottom it is founded, I ſhall as 
briefly as I can, ſtate the Nature 
and Intent of ſpiritual Puniſhments, and ſhew 
what Effects they have upon Offenders in the 
other World; from whence, I perſuade my 
ſelf, it will farther appear that ſuch Effects 
do no more exclude Perſons from the righ- 
teous Judgment of God, than the Heathens 
are excluded from his righteous Judgment. 

Now that corrupt Members may be cut off 

from Chriſtian Communion, till by their A- 
mendment they recommend themſelves to a 
Re-admiſſion, is plain from Scripture, This 
is even granted by your Lordſhip, that Chri- 

flians may ſet à Mark upon Notorious Offen- 
ders, even by rejuſing to them the peculiar 


Tokens and Marks of Cnriſtian Communion, 


as wel as by avoiding their Company and 
Converſation *, But then your Lordſhip makes 
no more of it, than a Right which ad CLri- 


ſtians have to avoid an open, wilful, and 
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ſcandalous Sinners *; ſo that this Excommu- 
nication, conſider d as a Church Act, is only 
the ſame Power in a Body or Society, of a- 
voiding Perſons they abhor, which is the 
common Privilege of every ſingle Perſon, 
whether in or out of the Church, to ſhun 
thoſe he diſlikes. | . 
And all the Excommunication you allow 
1s this, that as private Perſons have a Right 
to ſhun and avoid thoſe they diſlike, ſo the 
Church may exclude ſuch Members as are 
diſapprov'd of; and that this judging, or ex- 
communicating, is a Right equally inveſted 
in all Chriſtians, and entirely without any 
Effect upon the Perſon excommunicated, ſo 
as to make his Condition either better or 
worſe before God. 

I ſhall therefore, my Lord, beg leave to 
ſhew that the Power of Excomtmunication, is 
a Fudicial Power, which belongs to parti- 
cular Perſons which they have a Right to ex- 
erciſe from the Authority of Chriſt ; and that 
Perſons ſo excommunicated are not to be 
look'd upon, as Perſons who are only to be 
abhorr'd and avoided by Chriſtians, as any 
Man may avoid thoſe he diſlikes, but as Per- 
tons who are to be avoided by Chriſtians, be- 
cauſe they lie under the Sentence of God, 
and are by his Authority turn'd out of 115 
Kingdom. = 
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That Excommunication is a Power whith 
belongs only to particular Perſons, will ap- 
pear from the Nature of the Thing itſelf, as 
it is an Excluſion of Perſons from the Chri- 
{tian Worſhip : for as only particular Men 
can officiate in the Chriſtian Worſhip, and ad- 
mit People into Communion ; ſo only thoſc 
Perſons can refuſe the Sacrament, and cx- 
clude Offenders from Communion. Nothing 
can be more plain, than that thoſe who can 
alone adminiſter the Sacrament, can alone ex- 
clude Men from it. 

All Perſons are admitted conditionally into 
the Chriſtian Covenant, and have only a Ti- 
tle to the Benefits of it, or the ordinary 
Means of Grace, as they perform the Coridi- 
tions of their Admiſſion; and thoſe ſame Per- 
ſons who have alone the Authority to admit | 
them into the Church upon thoſe Conditions, | 
have alone the Authority to exclude them for 
Non-performance. And their Act of Exclu- 
fon is as eſfectual towards the taking from 
them all the Privileges of Chriſtians, and as 
truly makes them Aliens from the Kingdom 
of God, as their Act of Admiſſion at firſt en- 
titled them to all the Benefits of Chutch- 
Communion. For as they have as much Au- 
thority to exclude ſome, as they have to ad- | 
mit others into the Church, the Authority A 
being the ſame in both Caſes, it muſt be in | 
both Caſes equally effeQual. | 
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If your Lordſhip will ſay that all People, 
are equally qualify'd to admit Perſons into 
the Church, that, Gs ye, and baptiſe all Na- 
11515, Conlerr 4 the ſame Powers on all Chri- 
ſtians; then indeed it muſt be granted that 
Ex communication, or Excluſion from the 
Church, is a Right equally inveſted in all 
Chriſtians. But as ſure as Chriſt gave pecu- 
Har Powers to his Apoſtles, as ſure as they 
left particular Men to ſucceed them in their 
Powers, ſo ſure is it that only ſuch Succeſſors 
can either admit or exclude Perſons from 
Chriſtian Communion. 

Secondly ; That Excommunication be- 
longs to particular Perſons, will appear from 
the Inſtitution of it in Scriptures _ 

IF thy Brother ſhall treſpaſs againſt thee, 
£0 and tell bim his Fault between thee and 
him alone. But if he will not here thee, 
then take with thee one or two more. And 
if he ſhail neglect to hear them, tell it 
unte the Church; but if he neglect to hear 
%% Church, let him be unto thee as an Hea- 
then Man, and a Publican. Verily J ſay 
unto you, whatſoever ze ſhall bind on Earth, 
ſhall be bound in Heaven; and whatſoever 
ve ſball loaſe on Earth, ſhall be Ioofed in 
Heaven *. | 

Here, my Lord, is as plain an Inſtitution 
of Excommunication, as can well be con- 
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ceiy'd, and he who can douht of it, may 
doubt whether Baptiſm be inſtituted in 
Scripture. 

Firſt we may obſerve that here is an Au- 
thority given to the Church over the Offen- 
der, and that ſuch an Authority, as neither 
belong d to private Men, either ſeparate or 
united together; for the Offender here had 
firſt been admoniſbed, by a ſingle Per- 
ſon, then by one or two more, i. e. an inde- 
finite Number, but ſtill here is nothing grant- 
ed but Admonition; - but as ſoon as he 1s 
brought before the Church, there is an Au- 
thority appears, and the Offender i is to feel 
its Sentence, let him be unto thee as an 
Heathen. 

Secondly; That this Authority did not 
belong to the Church, conſider'd only as 2 
greater Number of Chriſtians, but as it ſigni- 
| fy'd particular Perſons who had this Autho- 
rity from Chriſt, for the Edification of his 
Church. 

For Chriſt expreſsly dectares in the follow- 
ing Verſe, that where tie or three are met 

together i in his Name, there is He in the midſt 

of them. 
Here is the Deſ cription of that Church be- 
fore whom the Offender was to be brought, 
and whoſe Authority Chriſt promiſes to ſup- 
port; it is 71v0 or three met together in his 
Name. 
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Now the Church had not this Authority 
over the Offender, conſider d as'.a Number, 
7. c. as two or three; for we ſee that the 
Offender had been already before ſuch 2 
Church; he had been before two or three; 
and after Neglect of them, he was brought 
before another two or three, met together i» 
Chriſf's Name, Which is a plain Proof that 
the Offender was not cenſur'd by the Church, 
as it ſiguifies a Number of Chriſtians, but as 
it implies particular Perſons acting in the 
Name of Chriſt, and with bis Authority. 

Thirdly; We may obſerve that the Au- 
thority here granted to the Church is 2 7 
dicial Authority, ſuch an Authority as affects 
and alters the Condition of the Perſon ex- 
communicated, imply'd in theſe Words, 4 
him be unto thee as an Heathen ;, that is, as 
the Biſhop of Oxford obferves, in the mo! 
natural and common Senſ? of the IWords, 
they ſborld Iook upon him no longer as a Mem- 
ber of the Church, but place him among ſt 
Infidels *; and again, as reduced into the 
Sate If Heathens Þ. 

Now unleſs it cin be ſail that a Perſon 
who is turnd out of the Kingdom of God, 
and reduc'd into the State of Heathens, 1s in 
the {ame Condition which he was, when he 
was in the Church, and had a Right to all 
the Denelits of Communion ; unleſs we can 


F 
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ſay that a Perſon thus rejected from the Means 
of Grace, by the Commiſſion of Chriſt, is in 
the ſame Condition with him, who is conti- 
nued in the Church by the ſame Commil/r92 
of Chriſt; it muſt be allow'd that here is a 
Jitdlicial Power granted to the Church, and 
ſuch as affects the Condition of the Offender 
in the Sight of God. 

Fourthly ; It is to be obſerv'd that this 
Authority of the Church is made Frdicial by 
the expreſs Promiſe of God to ratify and con- 
firm it. For after it is ſaid, Let him be unto 
thee as an Heathen, it is declar'd that what ſo- 
ever they ſhould thus bind on Earth, ſhould be 
bound in Heaven, 

From all this, it plainly appears, that Ex- 
communication is as truly a Divine Poſitive 
Puniſhment, as Baptiſm is 2 Divine Poſitive | 
Bleſſing ; and that the one as certainly 2x- 
cludes us from the Kingdom of God, as the 
other admits us into It, For fince here 1s as 
plainly Chriſt's expreſs Authority to take from 
ſome Men the ordinary Means of Grace, and 
exclude them from the common Benefits of 
Chriſtianity, as there is his Authority zo 20 
and baptiſe all Nations; I deſire to know 
why one is not as truly a Divine Pofitive 
Inſtitition as the other? Is not Chriſt's Au- 
thority as effectual and ſignificant in ex- 
cluding, as in admitting Perſons into his 
Kingdom ? Is not that ſame Power as able 
to take away the Privileges of Church- | 

5 Member- 
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Memberſhip, as it was at firſt to grant 
them? | 
If therefore there be any Bleſſing or Hap- 
pineſs in our being admitted into the Church; 
there muſt be as much Miſery and Puniſhment 
in our Excly/zon out of it. For as it implies 
the Loſs of all thoſe Privileges and Favours 
we were made Partakers of, by our Admiſſion 
into the Church; ſo we muſt needs be pu- 
niſh'd in the ſame degree that we were happy. 
If therefore Baptiſin, a Divine Poſitive In- 
ſtitution to admit us into the Privileges of 
Chriſtianity, makes any Alteration in our 
Condition, as to the Favour of God, 7. e. if 
we are brought any nearer to God by Bap- 
tiſm, than we were before; then it plainly 
follows that Excommunication, a Divine Po- 
ſitiue Inſtitution, which deprives us of all 
theſe Privileges of Chriſtianity ; and, as the 
Biſhop of Oxford expreſſes it, reduces Of- 
tenders into the State of Heathens ; muſt 
needs affect our Condition with regard to the 
Favour of God. 0 
For if there be any thing in Baptiſm which 
is juſt Matter of Joy, there is ſomething e- 
qually Terrible in Excommunication; which, 
when rightly executed, as effectually makes 
us Aliens from the Promiſes of God, as Bap- 
tiſm, when rightly adminiſter'd, makes us 
Children of God, and Heirs of eternal Life. 
So that he who can ridicule and expoſe the 
Terrors and Hffects of Excommunication, is 
W acting 
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ating juſt as Chriſtian a part, as he who 
{leers at and deſpiſes the Benefits and Advan- 
tages of Baptiſm, 

Seeing therefore the Church hath as ex- 
preſs an Authority to turn ſome Men out of 
the Church, as it hath to admit others into 
it, it is as falſe an Account of Excommuni- 
cation, to make 1t only that common Right 
which every Man has, to avoid thoſe he dif- 
likes; as if it ſhould be ſaid, that Admiſſion 
into the Church by Baptiſm, implies no more, 
than that common Right which every Man 
has to do Offices for thoſe he likes. Now, 
my Lord, is Baptiſm to be adminiſter'd, be- 
cauſe Perſons may do good Offices for one 
another ? Is there a Power in the Church to 
encreaſe its Members, by admitting others 
into Communion, for this Reaſon, becauſe 
People have a common Right to chuſe their 
Company ? It not, my Lord, how comes the 
Excluſion of Members to be nothing but a 
common Right of avoiding thoſe we diflike ? 
Are not Perſons excluded from all the Bene- 
fits of their Admiſſion ? So that if there was 
any Authority requir'd for the Admiſhon of 
Perſons into the Church, if this Authority 
was only from God, it is certain that an Ex- 
cluſion from theſe Church-Privileges, can- 
not be executed but by the ſame Authority, 
which firſt granted them. For no Perſon can 
be deprived of any Privileges, but by that 
Power which at firſt granted them, 
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When therefore your Lordſhip recurs to 
the common Right of .Perſons to avoid, if 
they can, thoſe they diflike, in order to ſtate 
the Nature of Excommunication; it is juſt as 
much to the Purpoſe, as if I ſhould get 2 
Chymiſt to examine the natural Qualities of 
Water, in order to ſtate the true Efficacy of 
Baptiſm +: For Men no more act by any 
Powers of their own when they exclude Of- 
fenders, than they baptiſe others into Com- 
munion by their own Authority, or than 
Water unites them to Chriſt by its natural 
Qualities, | | 

Yet your Lordſhip ſets forth the Nature of 
Excommunication, and the Right the Church 
has to it, only from that common Right, 
Thich all Chriſtians have of avoiding if 
hey can thoſe they diſlike, Thus you ſay, the 
Church may excommunicate, becauſe every 
Perſon has a right to judge, nay he cannot 
help judging of the Behaviour of Men Fs 
that every Man will judge him to be a Mur- 
terer, who takes away his Neighbour s Life 
unjuſtly. R 8 : WE 1 
This comes up as truly to the Nature of 
Excommunication, and is as juſt an Account 
of it, as if any one ſhould ſet forth the Au- 
thority of a Britiſh Fudge, and ſhew the Ex- 
tent of his Judicial Power, by ſaying, he in- 
deed may judge and condemn a Murtherer, 
3 ho | 
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for this is the Right of every Perſon to judge, 
and no one can help judging and condemning 
a Murtherer, It is as conſiſtent with Senſe 
thus to ſet out the Power of the Judge, as it 
is with Reaſon and Scripture, to compare Ex- 
communication to that private Power of 
Judging and Thinking which every one en- 
oys. 

| For, my Lord, can 1t be ſuppos'd that when 
our Saviour tells them, that they ſhonld re- 
jet ſuch 2 Perſon out of the Church, and 
look upon him as an Heathen, and that he 
would hind, 7. e. confirm their Sentence; 
can it be ſuppos'd that he only meant they 
might think and judge a wicked Perſon to be 
2 wicked Perſon, only in ſuch a manner as e- 
very Man can't help Thinking and Judging ? 
If our bleſſed Lord only here intended this, 
what Occaſion was there for his Promiſe to 
ratify- their Judgment 2 What need 1s there 
of an Aſſurance, that they ſhall privately 
judge, what they can't help privately judg- 
ing? Or indeed to what Purpoſe is any Pro- 
miſe at all made here, if nothing is to be ef- 
fected ? If this Sentence be only a private, 
unauthoriz'd Declaration, like the Opinion or 
Judgment of private Men, what room can 
there be for this Ratification of our Saviour ? 
If no Effects are intended in the Judgment 
of the Church, what can be the Meaning of 
this Promiſe? Or rather, ſince our Saviour 
has here inſtituted the Authority, and mw 
Tort = 
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mis'd to ratify the Exerciſe of it, how dares 
any Chriſtian to compare it to a private per- 
ſonal Power of Judging, or declare that it 1s 
without any Effect upon the Condition of 
Chriſtians? For, my Lord, either ſomething 
is herepromis'd to the Sentence of the Church, 
or there is not; if there is ſomething promis'd, 
then the Sentence of the Church is no more 
like the perſonal Sentence of private Men, 
than the Power of a Judge 1s like the Power 
of a private Man; if you will ſay there is 
nothing here promis'd in theſe Words, what- 
ſocver ye ſhall bind on Earth, fball be bound 
in Heaven, &c. then you muſt ſay that there 
is nothing at all meant in them; for it is im- 
poſſible to ſhew that they can have any o- 
ther Meaning, than that of a Promiſe; fo 
that if no Promiſe is made, they are certain- 
Iy ſo many dead Letters. | 

Again; That this is a Judicial Power, is 
alſo evident from the Caſe of the inceſtuous 
Corinthian, St. Paul ſays, what have Ito 
do, to judge them alſo which are without ? 
Now the Apoſtle could not have put this Que- 
ſtion, if by Judging here had been meant no 
Authority, but a private Power of judging 
and thinking a Sinner to be a Sinner, For a 
Man can no more help judging a Murtherer 
to be a Murtherer, which is without the 
Church, than if he were within the Church. 
And 1t is as proper for us to judge and think 
aright of thoſe who arc out of the Church, 
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as of thoſe who are within it. So that St. 
Paul could not mean, what have I to do to 
think a Murtherer to be a Murtherer which 
is without the Church, it being every Man's 
Duty to think as truly of all Things and Per- 
ſons as he can. Seeing therefore he plainly 
intimates that he had a Power of Judging in 
the Church, which did not belong to him 
out of the Church, it follows that this Power 
was Judicial and Authoritative; for a private 
Power of Judging and Thinking belongs to 
every Man with regard to every Thing. 

We ſhall more eafily underſtand what is 
meant by the Efe&s of ſpiritual Puniſhments, 
if we conſider them under this Diviſion. 

Firſt, Such as are the primary and intend- 
ed Effects; Secondly, Such as are only the 
accidental Effects of them. 5 5 

Now as to the primary and intended Effects 
of ſpiritual Puniſhments, they are theſe. 

Firſt, To preſerve the Honour of God and 
his Church, that ill Members being cut off, 


it might be preſented a glorious Church, not 


baving Spot or Wrinkle, or any ſuch thing; 
but that it might be Holy, and without Ble- 
miſh *, " = 

Secondly, To reform Offenders, and re- 
claim them from their Vices; it is a Diſci- 
pline given to the Church for the Edification, 


and not the Deſtruction of its Members. 
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Thus St. Paul ſays, the inceſtuous Cyrin- 


thian was to be delivered over to Satan, 


for the Deſirufion of the Fleſh, that his 


Spirit might be ſaved in the Day of the 
Lord“. | 

Thirdly, To preſerve the reſt of the 
Church from the ill Influence of their Exam- 
ple, and that by ſuch Puniſhments exercis'd 
upon others, they might fear, and learn 
from thence not to offend. 

Theſe are the intended Effects of the Pu- 
niſnments which the Church inflicts, to pre- 
ferve it a Holy Society, and ſave the Souls 
of its Members, 

God Almighty has inſtituted ſeveral Means 
for the Advancement of Virtue, and the Salva- 
tion of Mankind; and amongſt others, he has 
ſet up this Authority of the Church to pro- 
mote the ſame Ends. It is his human, ordina- 
1y Means for the Preſervation of his Church; 
and therefore as it cannot operate infallibly, 
or affect People with a Divine Certainty, it 
is only conditional, and is to prevail to- 
wards the Salvation of Mankind, as far as 
human and conditional Means can prevail. 

And indeed it is an Inſtitution which has a 
very natural Tendency to produce the Et— 
feds deſign'd by it. For, conſidering Chri- 
ſtianity as a Covenant with God, wherein our 
Title to Happineſs depends upon our Uſe of 
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tlie ordinary inſtituted Means of Grace, no- 
thing can more naturally induce us to live 
worthy of ſuch Means, than this Authority 
in the Church to withdraw them upon our 
Abuſe, and expel us from the Terms of the 
Covenant. Men would not dare to tranſ- 
greſs, when they ſaw they could neither 
break the Laws, nor corrupt the Faith of 
Chriſtianity, without being turn'd out of the 
Church, by ſuch a Power as Chriſt hath ſer 
up for that Purpoſe, and with his Promiſe to 
make good it's Decrees. They muſt be ve- 
ry obſtinate Sinners who could be content to 
lie under a Sentence which as effectually takes 
from them all Pretenſions to Chriſtian Hap- 
pineſs, as their Baptiſm entitled them to 
thoſe Pretenſions at firſt. 

The chief Reaſon why Sinners are gene- 
rally ſo little affected with the Horror of 
their Condition, is becauſe they look upon 
their Puniſhment at the future Judgment, as 
a great diſtance off; and fince they are 
within the Church, and enjoy the ordinary 
Means of Grace, they think they can repent 
in time. But now Chriſt, by inſtituting this 
Church Authority, has ſuited his Diſcipline 
to the Weakneſs and Frailty of our Nature; 
and they who are only to be affected with 
Things preſent, have a preſent Judgment of 
tear; which, tho' it is only the Judgment of 
Men, yet is the Judgment of ſuch Men as 
are commiſſion'd to pronounce it in Chriſt's 
Name, 


Name, and with his Promiſe to ratify and 
confirm it. So that they have as much rea- 
ſon to look upon themſelves as effectually 
caſt out by God in that Sentence, as they 
were receiv'd into Covenant with God by 
Baptiſm; for there is the ſame Divine Au- 
thority to ſupport them both. 
As to thoſe other Effects of ſpiritual Pu- 
niſhments in the other World, they are not 
the intended, but accidental Effects of ſuch 
Puniſhments, which are brought upon Of- 
fenders by their own wicked Behaviour un- 
der them. FITS ; e | 
Thus the Salvation of Mankind is the pri- 
mary intended Effect of Chriſtianity ; yet it 
may have ſuch Effect upon ſome Men by 
their own Impiety in it, as to make it better 
for them if they had never heard of the Name 
of Chriſt. For Chriſtianity may become ſo 
much a Punithment to ſome Perſons in the 
other World, that their Condition may be leſs 
tolerable than that of Sodom and Gomorrah. 
But then this is not the intended Effect of 
Cliriſtianity, but an accidental Effect which 
ſuch Perſons bring upon themſelves; who 
by their own ill Conduct turn a Mercy into 
a Judgment, and makes that which was in- 
tended to ſave them, the accidental Cauſe of 
their greater Ruin. 4 
Thus it is with ſpiritual Puniſhments; they 
are the merci ful Corrections of God intended 
to prevent our future Miſery, but if diſre- 
garded, 
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garded, will certainly increaſe it, This will 
eaſily explain what is meant by the Effects 
of ſpiritual Puniſhments in the dthet World, 
or how 7 they are ſuſpended till the Offender 
comes thither. It is not the direct intended 
Effect of Church Puniſhments to encreaſe the 
Miſery of Sinners, or damn them in the o- 
ther World; no more than it is the direct in- 
tended Effect of Chriſtianity to encreaſe Peo- 
ple's Damnation : But as Chriſtianty, if a- 
bus'd, will be the accidental Cauſe of their 
greater Damnation who ſo abuſe it; ſo the 
Cenſures of the Church, when deſpi pi 'd, will 
have this accidental Effect, as to encreaſe the 
Puniſhment of thoſe -who ſo deſpiſed them. 
This is the Nature of thoſe Effects which 
ſpiritual Puniſhments will have upon the Im- 
penitent in another World. 

As for Inſtance, a Perſon who is turn'd out 
of the Church, may all this while be luſty 
and ſtrong, and foarith in all the Advantages 
of this Life; but when he comes into the 
other World, he may then find that the ſpi- 
ritual Puniſhment was a ſore Evil, that it 15 
ratify'd by Chriſt, has encreas'd his Guilt, 
and will be Matter of Puniſhment for ever. 

He will then find that the Cenſure of the 
Church has encreas'd his Guilt in theſe Re- 
{ peds. 

Firſt, As 1t was a Judicial Sentence pro- 
nounc'd by Chriſt's Authority, and therefore 
not to be deſpis'd or neglected without great 

Impiety; 
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Impiety; ſo that let the Sinner have been 
what he will before, when he continues in 
his Sins in Contempt of this Tribunal ſet up 
in Chriſt's Name, his Guilt is thereby ex- 
ceedingly increas'd. | 

Secondly, As it is the moſt powerful Means, 
and the very utmoſt which God can do to re- 
claim, or even terrify Sinners from their Im- 
piety, as it is the moſt awakening Call to Re- 
pentance, an Inſtitution only leſs terrible than 
the laſt Judgment; thoſe who are not affect- 
ed with it, muſt be render'd more odious in 
the Sight of God, and made ripe for a ſe- 
verer Puniſhment. A 

Theſe, my Lord, are the Effects of ſpiri- 
tual Puniſhments in the other World; it is 
thus that they alter the Condition of Offen- 
ders in the Sight of God in regard to his Fa- 
vour. They are certainly under greater Diſ- 
pleaſure, after they have deſpis'd the Cenſures 
of Church Authority, and have reſiſted an 
Inſtitution, which is the laſt poſſible Means 
to recover them, 
In former Times God has been pleas'd to 
ſend his Prophets to forwarn Sinners of their 
Deſtruction, as Jonah to the Men of Nine- 
veb : But in the Chriſtian Diſpenſation, he 
governs us by his ordinary Providence; and 
tho' he does not ſend expreſs Meſſengers to 
recal Sinners, yet he has inſtituted a fandins 
Authority in his Church, to cenſure Offen- 
ders, and give them up to Deſtruction in his 
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Name, unleſs they immediately repent. And 


what can we think more dreadful than a S-1- 
rence thus pronounc'd againſt us by God's 


Authority, and with his Promiſe to con- 


firm it? | 
Was there any thing more awakening or 
more dread:ul in the Preaching of Jonah, 
than in this Declaration? i could only 
preach and declare, he could execute nothing 
himſelf; it was his being ſent in God's Name, 
which created all the Terror, and was the 
Motive to Repentance. Now tho' the Church 
can only cenſure and declare, yet fince it is 
as truly commiſſion'd to cenſure in God's 
Name, as Fonab was ſent in God's Name, 
there is as much reaſon to dread the Conſe- 
quences of neglecting the Church, as of not 
repenting at the Meſſage or Preaching of any 
Prophet from God. 
I muſt now beg leave here, my Lord, ro 
lament an Aſſertion from the Hands of 4 
Chriſtian and Proteſtant Eiſhop ; where you 
declare, that the Excommunication of the in- 
ceſtu9us Corinthian neither added to God's. 
Diſpleaſure, nor would, the want of it have 
at all diminiſhd it; Neither if be had dy'd 
in an imipenitent Condition, world that 
Sentence have had any Ifje&t in the other 
World *. 
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This, my Lord, plainly ſuppoſes that there 
is neither Authority nor Advantage in Ex- 
communication; for if there were, it is cer- 
tain that our Abuſe of it as an Advantage, 
and our Contempt of it as an Authority, mult 
needs increaſe our Guilt, and conſequently 
God's Diſpleiſure. Yet your Lordſhip here 
teaches the World, that if the inceſtuous 
Corinthian, tho" juſtly cenſur'd, and that by 
an Apoſtle directing, and the whole Congre- 
gation joining, had dyd impenitent, that 
Sentence would have had no Effe& in the other 
World. 

Let us therefore ſuppoſe that ſome great 
Patron of Chriſtian Liberty had gone to the 
diſconſolate Corinthian, ſorrowing under the 
Sentence of the Church, and ſhould endea- 
your to quiet him after this manner. | 

* Why do you diſquiet your ſelf with vain 
* Fears about the Cenſure of the Church, 
** which neither hath nor can have any Et- 
fect upon your Condition as to the Favour 
of God, Let the Apoſtle and Church 
be as ſolemn as they pleaſe in the Denun- 
tiuion; let them in the Name of Chriſt 
deliver you over to Satan; yet take Cou- 
rage, and fear nothing from all this; for 
you may depend upon it, that, after all, 
you are but juſt where you was, before 
this Sentence was paſs'd, And if you dic 
impenitent, vou have no Effects of this 
Cenlure to fear in the other World. 

Now 
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Nov this is the Doctrine your Lordſhip 
has taught for the Conſolation of thoſe who 
are, or are likely to be under the Sentence of 
the Church; which if it be now ſound Do- 
ctrine, it was as proper to be told the Corin- 
thian then, as it is for your Lordſhip to 
teach it now. And if your Lordfhip had 
hv'd then, it would have been as proper to 
have told the Corinthian, as to tell us now ; 
and you muſt have lain under the ſame 
Chriſtian Neceſſity of delivering him from 
wain Fears, which now conſtrains you to ſet 
all at liberty from the like Apprehenſions. 
St. Paul, ſpeaking of the Sentence paſs'd 
upon the Corinthian, ſays, Sufficient to ſuch 
a Man, was this Piniſhment *® Now, my 
Lord, if it have nothing of the Nature of a 
Puniſhment, if it has no Effect where it is 
inflicted, if the Perſon ſaid to be puniſh'd 
can feel no Effect from it, what ſtrange Lan- 
guage is this? Can that be call'd a Puniſh- 
ment, or a ſufficient Punithment, which can 
in no degree be felt, which produces no Ef- 
teas, or makes no Alteration in the Perſon 
where it falls? | 
Again St. Paul tells us, that he had a- 
mongſt others which had corrupted the Faith, 
lelivered Hymeneus and Alexander to Satan, 
that they might learn not to blaſpheme . 
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Mow if this Sentence can have no Effect, it 
it CHmnut izoity any thing to them, if they 
ejuſt in the ſame Condition after it, which 
chies wore before, why ſhoull it teach them 
not to blaſpheme? Why ſhould a Sentence 
which they had nothing to fear trom make 
them any longer afra! id to continue in their 
Errors? Here was therefore either a pious 
Fr iad mie uſe of by the Apoſtle to fright 
Men fron 1 their Heretics by ſomething which 
was in itt vain and inſignificant, or elſe 
your Lor dihio has mightily miſtaken the 
Mutter in dechring that it is vain and inſig- 
nificint. The Apoſtle plainly inflicts theſe 
Cnſures, as a Terror to Offenders, and to 
frighten them from continuing in their evil 
Courſes; but if, as you ſay, Perſons be uſt 
in the 1; ſame Condition after this Sentence in 
Which they Were before, if it has no Effect 
upon them, tho' they are rightly cenſured, 
and yet di. e impenitent, which is what you 
exprel: ly 55 y of this Corinthian, then it is 
plain they are only pretended Terrors, and 
that when thy e uſe them as ſuch, 
they muff be charg'd with uſing them as a 
010018 Fraud. And it muſt be own 'd thar 
vour Lordſhip has very frankly made the 
Diſcov CT\'s 
Brit whoever has Piety enough to believe 
thoſe firſt Amballadors of Chrift, will clear 
them from ſach a Charge, and rat ier think 
it poſſible that you may miſtake in you 
Plliilo- 
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Philoſophy, than they in their Divini- 
ty. 
To proceed; You 4c 7 that tho' the in- 
. Corinthian Bad dy in an imvenitent 
Condition, the Sentence of the Circ 1 


haue had no Effect in the other ori- 


which you muſt mean, that it could 2061 at- 
fect his Condition there, ſo as to increaſe his 
Puniſhment, and that becanſe the Sentence 
did not add to God's Diſpl-aſure, which be in- 
curs ſolely upon account of his own Behaviour, 

and not the Sentence of Men. As thus, I 
ſuppoſe, your Lordthip means, that if an 
Adulterer is cenſur'd by the Church, he is un- 
der God's Diſpleaſure ſolely on account of 


his Adultery, and not more fo, on account of 


the Sentence of the Church ; which cannot 
make him more an Adulterer, or more guilty 
in the Sight of God. It is for this reaſon that 
Church Cenſures are fo inſignificant, ſo void 
of all Effect in the other World; becaule it 
is our Sins alone, and not the Sentence of 
Men, which lofes us the Favour of God. 
Let us therefore, my Lord, ſuppoſe that 
God himſelf had deliver d this Sentence a- 
gainſt the Corinthian which the Church did. 
your Lordſhip's Doctrine would have procur d 
him the {ame Eaſe and Quict, and taught him 
to be no more concern'd about it, than if it 
had been a mere Church Cenſure, For it is 
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as true in your Lordſhip's Senſe, that the Sen- 
tence of God, did not add to his Diſpleaſure 
againſt him, that he was not angry at him 
becauſe of his Sentence, but upon account of 
the Offender's Behaviour. But, my Lord, 
will it therefore follow, that there is nothing 
to be dreaded in ſuch a Sentence? Will it 
follow, that if the Perſon dies impenitent un- 
der it, that it will have no Effect in the o- 
ther World? Would your Lordſhip go about, 
and preach Liberty to Perſons under ſuch a 
Sentence, and aſſure them that the Sentence 
itſelf could have no Effect, that they were 
but juſt where they were before it was pro- 
nouncd ? Would you think it proper to de- 
liver Men from ſuch Apprehenſions, and per- 
ſuade them that they are in no danger from 
the Sentence of God > And that becauſe it 1s 
not his own Sentence, but their Behaviour 
which encreaſes his Diſpleaſure. 

This may perhaps appear a little too ſhock- 
ing to ſet up for an Advocate for the Laity 
againſt the Sentence of God; but, my Lord, 
if you was to do ſo, you would have the ſame 
Argument to defend your ſelf againſt any Ef- 
fect in the Divine Sentence, which you now 
have againſt any Effect in the Sentence of the 
Church. It would be then as much to the 
Purpoſe to ſay, that God is not diſpleas'd 
With them, on the account of his own Sen- 
zence, but purely for their own Bebaviour; 
25 it is to tell Offenders, that it is not the 
5 whe Sentence 
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Sentence of the Church, but their Behaviour 
which brings them under the Divine Diſ- 
pleaſure. 

I muſt here therefore, my Lord, beg leave 
to call this a ftriff Demonſtration, that if 
the Sentence of the Church is not to be 
feard; if it hath no Effect, becauſe it is not 
the Sentence, but our own Behaviour which 
alone procures us the Divine Diſpleaſure; if 
this be true, it is Demonſtration, that if God 
himſelf was to pronounce this Church Sen- 
tence, and turn Offenders out of Communion, 
that there would be nothing to be fear'd from 
it, that it could have no Efe& in the other 
World; for God's Diſpleaſure againſt them, 
would not be occaſion'd by his own Sentence, 
but by their Behaviour, So that was the 
Diſcipline of the Church in God's own Hands, 
and were he with his own Voice to threaten 
Sinners, as the Church now doth, your Lord- 
ſhip would be as much oblig'd to comfort the 
Laity againſt any Apprehenſion of any Effect 
from the Sentence itſelf, as you are now to 
deliver them from the Fear of Man's Fudg- 
ment. 

Again; If the Sentence of the Church is 
not to be dreaded, if it can have no Efed 
in the other World, becauſe we incur the Di- 
vine Diſpleaſure ſolely on account of our own 
Behaviour; then it is certain that the Sen- 
tence of Chriſt himſelf at the laſt Day can 
have no Effect in the other World. | 
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If therefore any unwary Divine ſhould en- 
deavour fo Marm his Congregation with the 
Effects of Chriſt's Sentence at the laſt Day, 
your Lordthip has taught any one to reject 
the Doctrine, 25 greatly injurious to the Ho- 
now of God; and that ſuch Dectrine was allo 
ah. in e ts be concetv d, he might 
preſume Arifily te demonſirate . 

4 Sentence which makes not a Tittle of 
Alteration in the Condition of a Man, in the 
Eves ef Gaul, 1 wit regard to his Favour or 
Diſs! Pie, ure, cannit he ſaid to have any Effeci 

in the other World T. But the Sentence of 
Chrift 6 at the laſt Day is of this ſort. 

Therefore the Sentence of Chriſt makes not 

a Tittle of Alteration in the Condition of a 

* in the Eyes of God with regard to his 
Favor er Diſpleaſure. 

That the Sentence of Chriſt makes no Al- 
teration in the Condition of a Man with re- 
gard to the Favour or Diſpleaſure of God, is 
plain from hence; that Men incur the Divine 
Diſpleaſure ſolely on account of their own 
Behaviour. 

Thus, my Lord, it is demonſtratively cer- 
tain, that as you have argued againſt the Ef- 
| fects of the Church's Sentence in the other 
| World, you have taught any one to argue 
| againſt any Effect in the Sentence of Chriſt in 
the next World; and conſequently it mult 
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be as unwary Doctrine, to frighten People 
with the Effects of Chriſt's Sentence, as to 
terrify them with the Effects of the Sentence 
of the Church. And you have offercd ſuch 
an Argument for the utter Inſigniticancy of 
this Sentence, as would make it equally in- 
ſignificant, and void of all Effect, tho' it was 
pronounc'd by God himſelf. So that as much 
as you often ſeem to expoſe it as the Sentence 
of weak and fallible Men, yet your Argu- 
ment does not reject it as a fallible Sentence, 
but as it is a Sentence from having any Ef- 
fect. So that if it was pronounc'd by God 
himſelf, it muſt be as much without Eff, 
and every Sentence which ever can be pro- 
nounc'd by God, mult be without any Effect 
as to his Favour or Diſpleaſure, becauſe that 
is ſolely occaſion'd by our own Behaviour, 
Therefore an infallible Sentence can no 
more have any Effect, than a fallible one, 
becauſe it 1s our Behaviour alone which can 
affect us. This, my Lord, will be of great 
uſe to ſome People, who will be gla4 to find 


that they have no more Effects to fear from 


God's Sentence either in this World or the 
next, than your Lordſhip has from the Church. 

Again; If there be no Effect in the Sen- 
tence of the Church in the other World, be- 
cauſe our Behaviour alone incurs the Divine 
Diſpleaſure, then nothing which God inflicts 


upon us here can have any Efe& in the other 
WorlJ, | | 
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If therefore God's Fudements were vitibly 


fallen upon ſome Town or Country, and an 
4nwary Preacher ſhould take occaſion to ex- 
cite them to a ſpeedy Repentance, from the 
ſad Efefs ſuch Frudements would have in 
the other World, if they had not their de- 
ſign'd Effects in this, and declare that if they 
dy d impenitent under them in this World, 
they would feel worſe Effects of them in the 
other World. | 


A Diſciple of your Lordſhip's might thus 


reprove the Falſeneſs and Cruelty of ſuch Do- 
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ctrine. How can you terrify People with 


ſuch vain Fears about God's Judgments ? Is 
he provok'd againſt us by his own Thunder 
and Lightning? Do his own Fudements add 
any thing to his Diſpleaſure againſt us? 
Can any thing but our own Sins and Be- 
haviour create his Diſpleaſure? Therefore 


we are certainly in the ſame Condition, as 


to that, which we were in before his Judg- 
ments fell upon us ; and if we die impeni- 
tent under them, they can have no Efect 
in the other World. Falſe then and greatly 
diſhonourable to God is your Doctrine, 
which ſuppoſes any thing can have any Ef- 
fect of that kind, but our own Behaviour. 
Jo alarm us therefore with the Ffects of 
ſuch Fudgements, is to put falſe Fears into 
our Minds, and teach us to dread things 
which are impoſſible ;, for it is impoſſible 
that any thing but our wn Behaviour ſhould 
increaſe our Puniſhment. | Now. 
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Now, my Lord, is it cruel and unwary 
Doctrine to awaken Sinners under God's 
Fudgements to Repentance, from a Senſe of 
the worſe Effects of thoſe Judgments in the 
other World, if they do not bring them to 
Repentance in this? If it is not, J defire to 
know why it 1s not as reaſonable to alarm 
People with the Effects of ſpiritual Pu- 
niſhments, 1f diſregarded, as with the Ef- 
fects of God's Judgments, if they are neg- 
lected 2 What 1s there in the Nature of 
the Thing, why one Puniſhment may have 
Effect in the other World, and not the 


" | other ? They are both equally God's Pu- 
niſbment e, intended for the ſame Ends. 


When Perſons are rightly turn'd out of 
the Church, and deny'd the ordinary Means 
of Grace, they are as truly under God's 
ſpecial Judgment, as à Country which is 
oppreſs'd with Famine or Peſtilence; the 
one is his inſtituted, ordinary Judgment to 
terrify Men from Iniquity ; the other 1s 
his extraordinary Judgment, his miraculous 
Call to Repentance, Ir 1s therefore as ſound 
a Chriſtian Doctrine, to ſay, that if Per- 
{ons die impenitent under God's extraor- 
dinary Judgment, that ſuch Judgment will 
have no Effect in the other World: As 
to ſay, that if the inceſtuous Corinthian had 
dy'd impenitent under the juſt Sentence of 
the Church, 7, e. God's ordinary Judgment, 
that ſuch Sentence or Judgment would ny 

1a 
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had no Effect in the other World. And conſe- 
quently to endeavour to terrify Sinners with 
the Effects of God's Fudements in the other 
World, if they diſregard them here, is as 
much condemn'd by your Lordſhip, as the 
Dean of Chicheſter's Doctrine concerning the 
Effecis of ſpiritual Pariſhinents in the next 
World, 

Laſtly; Our bleſſed Saviour teld the Fews, 
that if he had not come, they had not had 
Sin; but now they have no Cloak for their 
Sin Which plainly implies that his coming 
into the World alter'd their Condition as to 
the Favorr of God, becauſe it made them 
more guilty in his Sight than they were be- 
fore he came. Jet your Lordſhip's Argument 
againſt the Efe&s of Church Puniſhments di- 
rectly denies this D::&rine. For your Obje- 
ction againſt any Ffe&s in Church Puniſb- 
ments, is full as ſtrong againſt any Eff: &s in 
Chriſt's coming into the World. And if Peo- 
ple may be more guilty in the Sight of God, 
after Chriſt is come, they may be more guilty 
after they have been cenſur'd by the Church, 
for the Reaſon is the ſame in both Caſes, For 
there can be no Reaſon given, why Chriſt's 
coming ſhould affect their Condition with re- 
gard to the Favour of God, but that he had a 
Divine Miſſon and was an Authoritative 
Call to Repentance; but this is equally true 
of Excommunicat ion, that it is a Divine In- 
ftitut ion, an Authoritative Call to Repen- 

tance ; 
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tance; therefore they muſt either both be al- 
lowd to affect People's Condition with re- 
gard to the Favour of God, or neither; for 
the Reaſon is exa&ly the ſame in both Caſes. 
If therefore a learned Phariſse ſeeing à re- 
lenting Publican touch'd with this Declara- 
tion of our Saviour's, ſhould have reprov'd 
him after this manner. 
Lou need not be concern n'd at this Per- 
ſon's coming into the World, for his coming 
does not encreaſe God's Dif pleaſure againſt 
you, which can only be raisd by your 
own Behaviour; it is ſolely on account of 
that, that you can be out of God's Favours 
Sinners are out of God's F avour, if this 
Perſon had never come, and his coming 
docs not add to God's Diſpleaſure againſt 
them; neither if they die in an impenitent 
Condition after he is come, will his coming 
have any Effect in the other World, where 
their Condition will not be determin'd by 
* his coming, but by their own Behaviour. 
I ſhould be glad, my Lord, to know what 
you could have fail agalnſt ſuch a Declarati- 
on, or how a Perſon w ho would have told the 
inceſtuous Corinthian, that if he dy'd impe- 
nitent under the Cenſ::re of the Church, that 
it would have no Effect in the other World, 
could have any thing to object to the Pha- 
riſee, who tells the Publican, if he dy'd im- 
penitent after Chriſt's coming, that bis com- 
inz will have no Effect in the other World. 


The 
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The Phariſce has exactly the ſame Reaſon, 
to tell the Publican, that he was neither the 
more, nor the leſs, out of God's Favour for 
Chriſt's coming, than you have to tell the Co- 
rinthian, that he was neither the more, nov 
the leſs out of God's Favour for what was 
done by the Church, For the Cenſure here 
was right and infallible, and paſs'd in the 
Name and by the Authority of Chriſt; it was 
paſs'd by an Apoſtle, and you affirm that 
Chrift was in a that the 4 poſtles did ; 
therefore it may be truly ſaid that Chriſt him- 
ſelf came to the Corinthian in this Sentence, 
it was his Authority and Infallibility which 
cenſur'd him; and yet you ſay that if he 
had dy'd impenitent under this Cenſure, he 
had been juſt where he was before, and it 


would *. had no EF2& in the other World. 


Pray therefore, my Lord, let us know 


how any one can be more gullty for Chriſt's 
coming, or why it ſhall have any Effect in 
the other World upon thoſe who die im- 


penitent? A few Reaſons againſt this Phari- 


Je, would be fo many Reaſons againſt your 
Lordthip's Doctrine. For Chriſt as truly 
comes to Chriſtians in his Inſtitutions, as 
he came to the Jews in Perſon; and it 
is as dangerous to diſregard him in the one 
Appearance, as in the other. 


This Account of Excommunication will, I 


hope, be thought a ſufficient Anſwer to your 
Lordſhip's ſtrict Demonſtration, that it has #9 
Effects 
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Eſects in the other World, nor adds any 
thing to wards 3 For from this 
it appears, that when you ſay, that ſuppo/im 
no ch Puniſhment inflicted upon 2272152 
Chriſtian, he is under the Diſpleaſure of Al- 
mighty God to an equal Degree, as he would 
be if it were inflifted * : It is as falſe as to 
ſay that a wicked Few was under the ſame 
Diſpleaſure of God before Chriſt came as 
he was afterwards; or that a Perſon impeni- 
tent under an extraordinary Fudgment, is no 
more out of God's Favour afterwards, than he 
was before, or if God had never viſited him. 
It is as falſe as to ſay, that if God himſelf 
was to pronounce the Sentence of the Church, 
that Perſons under it would be juſt in the 
ſame Degree of Favour they were before, or 
that the Sentence of Chriſt at the laſt Day 
will have no Effect. 

The other Part of your Demonſtration 
proceeds thus; Excommunication has no Ef- 
fect, becauſe ſhpoſing it wrone filly inflifted © 
pon a Chriſtian, he is ſtill equally in the Fa- 
vour of God . 

The whole of this Argument amounts to 
this, that a right Cenſure of the Church hath 
no Effect, becauſe a wrong one hath not. I 
ſhould think any one in a mighty want of 
Proof, who {ſhould ſay that the Excommn-- 
nication of the znce//uous Corinthian could 
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have no Effect, becauſe the Excommunication 
of ſome virtuous, Perſon will not have any 
Effect; yet this is your Lordſhip's Demon- 
Nration, that it can ſignify nothing when it 
is right, becauſe it ſignifies nothing when it 
is Torong. e a 
Is it an Argument, my Lord, that when a 
Bullet flies thro' a Man's Head it has no EE 
Fe& upon him, becauſe it will have no Effect 
if it miſs him? Is it a Proof that Motion 
cannot produce Heat, becauſe Reſt cannot 
produce Heat? | | 

If not, how comes it.to he an Argument 
that a right Sentence hath no Effect, becauſe 
a wrong one hath not the ſame Effect ? 

A right Sentence is as oppoſite to a wrong 
one, as Motion is to Reſt ;, and it is as good 
Senſe to ſay Motion has no ſuch Effect, be- 
cauſe Reſt has no ſuch Effet ; as to ſay a 
tight Sentence has no Effect, becauſe a wrong 
one has not the ſame. 5 

A right Sentence, is the only Excommuni- 
cation, which Chriſt hath inſtituted, and to 
which alone this Effect belongs; but it is 
ſtrange Logic to infer, that this Inſtitution 
can't have ſuch an Effect, becauſe ſomething 
which Chriſt hath not inſtituted, hath not 
the ſame Effect, A 

A wrong Sentence is as truly a Breach and 
Tranſzrefſion of that Excommunication which 
Chriſt hath inſtituted, as Adultery is a Breach 
of the ſeventh Commandment, it is therefore 
as 


(145 
as abſurd to ſay, that Chaſtity hath not ſuch 
an Effect, becauſe Adultery hath not the {ame 
Effect; as to affirm that a right Sentence 
hath not ſuch an Effect, becauſe a Violation of 
that right Sentence hath not the ſame Effect. 
Your Lordſhip's Argument is this, that the 
Sentence hath not ſuch an Effect in ſome 
Circumſtances, becauſe it hath not the ſame 
Effect in al Circumſtances : Which reſolves 
itſelf into this Propoſition, That nothing can 
produce any particular Effect, unleſs it pro- 
duce the ſame Effect in all Circumſtances. 

Your Lordſhip might as well have call'd it 14 
2 Demonſtration againſt all Effects in the | 
World, as againſt the Effects of ſpiritual Cen- 
ſures : For there is nothing in the World, no F 
Powers either Natural, Moral, or Political, 475 
which produce their Effects but in ſome ſip- " 
pos d right Circumſtances ; yet this Eccleſia- | | . 
ſtical Power is demonſtrated away by your N. 
Lordſhip, becauſe it does not produce tlie KM 
ſame Effet in a// Circumſtances. 16 

Farther ; If there is no Effect in a vight e 
Sentence of the Church, becauſe there is no = 
Effect in a wrong one; then it will follow, 1.00 
that there 1s no Effect in either of the Sacra- 465 
ments when rightly receiy'd, becauſe they WIS 
want ſuch Effect in Perſons who do not l' 
rightly receive them. It may as often hap- N 

pen that the Sacraments are adminiſter'd in 74 
wrong Circumſtances, and as void of that Et- 
fect tor which they were intended, as any I 
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wrong Sentence of the Church be pronounc dz 

but does it therefore follow, that there is os 
Efe& in the Sacraments, that they are empty 
and uſeleſs to thoſe who receive them rightly, 
becauſe they are fo to thoſe who receive them 
otherwiſe? Your Lordſhip muſt eithet aftirm 
that the Sacraments have no Effect, or that 
the Opus operatum is always effectual ; for 
if you ſay they have Effect, tho' not always, 
then it is certain that the Sentence of the 
Church may have Effect, tho not always. Whe- 
ther your Lordſhip will own the Popiſh Do- 
ctrine of the Ohus operatum, or deny the Sacra- 
ment to he Means of Grace, that is, to have 
any Effect, I can't tell; but ſure 1 am, if you do 
not hold one of theſe Doctrines, you muſt own 
the Sacraments to have conditional Effects in 


ſuppoſed Circumſtances, which will ſufficient- 


ly confute your own ffrict Demonſtration, 


that Excommunication can have no Effect, 
becauſe 1t has it not in all Circumſtances. 
Again; I preſume it may very juſtly be 
ſaid, that the Chriſtian Revelation hath ſome 
EF. & towards the Salvation of Mankind ; 
but then 1t hath not this Effe& always and 
in all Caſes, it is only effectual upon certain 
Conditions. Now if Excommunication can 
have no Effect, becauſe it is not effectual 
when it is wrongfully pronounc'd, then the 
Chriſtian Revelation can have no Effect to- 
wards ſaving thoſe who embrace it as they 
ſhould, becauſe it has no ſuch Effect on thoſe 


who 


- 


SS. e 
who embrace it otherwiſe. The Reaſon of 
the Thing 1s the ſame in both Caſes, and 
any one may as juſtly ſet forth the Vanity and 
Infignificancy of the Chriſtian Revelation, be- 
cauſe it does not ſave all its Profeſſors, as 
your Lordſhip expoſes the Weakneſs and Va- 
nity of ſpiritual Cenſures, becauſe they do 
not abſolutely, and in all Caſes, throw Peo- 
ple out of God's Favour. 5 
T hope have here ſaid enough to vindi- 
cate the Authority and Effects of the ſpiritual 
Puniſhments of the Church againſt all your 
Lordſhip has advanced againſt them. 
I ſhall make an Obſervation or two more 
upon this Head, and then proceed to the 
other Parts of your Anſwer. 
| You fay, the inceſtuous Corinthian was ne- 
ver the more or the leſs in God's Favour for 
what Tas done by the Church. This Do- 
ctrine I have already confuted, and ſhall now 
only ſet this Paſſage in another Light. Let us 


ſuppoſe that you had ſaid, that no Man is 


more in God's Favour for being rightly bap- 
tiz'd by the Church. Now if a Perſon is 
not more in God's Favour after he is rightly 
baptiz'd by the Church than he was before, 
then it's certain, that there is no need of Bap- 
tiſm by the Church; for any thing is ſuffici- 
ently prov'd needleſs or uſeleſs in Religion, if 
It neither procures nor loſes the Favour of 
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God. This is undeniably certain, that if we 
are not more in the Favour of God for being 
duly baptiz'd by the Church, than if we were 
not baptiz'd at all, that then that Baptiſm is 
a vſeleſs Trifle, 

Now this is the Doctrine which your Lord- 
ſhip has taught; for he that ſays the ance/{uous 
Corinthian, though juſtly turn'd out of the 
Church, was neither the more or the leſs in 
God's Favour for what was done by the 
urch; ſays likewiſe that he who is duly 
baptiz'd into Covenant with God by the 


Church, is never the more or the leſs in 


God's Favour for being duly baptiz'd by the 
Church. For if it be a mere Trifle, and al- 
together inſignificant to us, as to the Favour 
of God, to be turn'd out of the Church, by 
ſuch an Authority; it muſt be as mere 3 
Trifle to be admitted into the Church by the 
lame Authority. So that he who declares 
the one, plainly declares the other: For this 
is evilently plain, that if nothing be J as 
to the Favour of God, by our being duly 
turnd out of the Church, that then nothing 
13 got as to the Favour of God, by our being 
duly admitted into the Church. 3 
For if our being in the Church was any 
Step towards God's Favour, or render'd us 
more acceptable to him, thoſe Degrees of Fa- 
vour and Acceptance muſt be certainly loft, 
by our loſing that which was the Cauſe of 
them. 1 


( 149 ). 

He therefore who aſſerts it is a Tyifl- to 
be turned out of the Church, muſt alſo aſſert, 
that it is as fruitleſs and trifling a thing to be 
admitted into the Church. So that all your 
Lordfhip's Raillery and Contempt thrown 
upon human Excommunications, falls as di- 
rectly upon human Baptiſms; and makes 
them as truly fruitleſs Trifles without any 
Advantage, as it makes Excommunication a 
Trifle without any Puniſhment. 

This therefore is the Sum of vour new Re- 
liglon, ſet up out of pure Tenderneſs to the 
Laity, to deliver them from the Weight and 


Burden of Ordinances; this is to be their Sup- 


port againſt human Excommunications, hu- 

man Benedictions, human Baptiſms, &c. that 

whether before or after Baptiſm, whether 

before or after Excommunication, they are 
{till the ſame Children of God. 

Again, you ſay, If it be ſuppos d (as it 
ſometimes is upon this Subject) that a Per- 
fon behaves himſelf under the moſt undeſerv'd 
Cenſures, with any degree of Impatience, 
Pride, or Stubbernneſs, and that this diſ- 
pleaſeth Almighty God; it is plain that be 
incurs no part of that Diſpleaſure, upon ac- 
count of the Sentence of Men, but ſolely pon 
the account of his own Behaviour ; it being 
his own Behaviour alone, and not the Sentence 


of Men, which has any ſuch Effef. 
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Here, my Lord, your Philoſophy is upon 
the ſtretch, and rather than a Chriſtian Inſti- 
tution ſhould have any Force or Effect, you 
have let it run ſuch lengths, as to make even 
the Ten Commandments as mere Trifles as 
the Sentence of Men. | 

As for Inſtance ; Suppoſe a Perſon ſhould 
tcll a Friend that he had a great liking to 
ſome of his Neighbour's Goods, but that the 
eighth Commandment made him afraid to 
take them from him; if his Friend were but 
a Maſter of your Philoſophy, he might ' ſoon 
convince him of the Folly of ſuch a Fear. 
He might tell him, that F it be ſuppos d 
(as it ſometimes is ſuppos'd in this 25 that 
by his manner of taking Goode from his Neigh- 
hour, that he diſpleaſeth Almighty God; 
it is plain that he incurs no Part of that 
Diſpleaſure upon account of the ' Command- 
ment, but ſolely upon the Account of his 
own Behaviour; it being his own Behavi- 
our alone, and not the Commandment, which 
has any ſuch Effect. He might alſo aſſure 
him, that the Commandment itſelf cannot 
hurt him, that he is not more or leſs in 
God's Favour, for what that Commandment 
ſays, but purely for what he himſelf does. 

I now, my Lord, freely ſubmit it to the 
Judgment of common Senſe, whether your 
protound Philoſophy: does not as truly make 
void and ſet aſide the Force and Effect of the 
Commandment, as the: Efe& of Excommu- 
nication. EY | +" 2 
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For it is plainly as reaſonable to tell a 
Thief, that the eighth Commandment cannot 
hurt him; that if he ſteals, it is not the 
Commandment, but his own Behaviour alone, 
which will have any Effect; as. to declare 
that an impenitent Offender is neither more or 
leſs in the Fayour of God for what is done by 
the Church, becauſe even ſuppoſing God to 
be angry at him for his Behaviour towards the 
Sentence of the Church; yet it is not the Sen- 
tence, but his own Behaviour, which cauſes 
the Divine Diſpleaſure; therefore the Sen- 
tence, ſays your Lordſhip, is a Trifle without 
Effect. And therefore may it alſo be ſaid that 
the eighth Commandment is a Trifle without 
Effect ; for it is as true of the Command- 
ment in this Senſe, and your Lordſhip is as 
much oblig'd to ſay that it is our Behaviour 


againſt the Commandment, and not the Com- 


mandment itſelf, which will raiſe God's Diſ- 
pleaſure ; as to ſay it 1s our Behaviour under 
the Sentence, and not the Sentence itſelf, 
which brings God's Diſpleaſure upon us; ſo 
that it is undeniably plain, that if for this 
reaſon the Sentence of the Church be a Trifle 
without any Effect, that for the ſame reaſon 


the Commandment muſt be equally a Trifle, 


and equally without any Effect. 

And now, my Lord, need we not heed the 
Commandments, becauſe it is not the Com- 
mandments themſelves which will have any 
Effect upon us 2 Why then are we to be ex- 
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horted, and preach'd up into a Contempt of 
the Sentence of the Church, becauſe it is not 
the Sentence itſelf will have any Effect upon 


us? Is it ſafe to fin againſt the Authority of 


the Commandment, becauſe it is not the Com- 
mandment itſelf which can puniſh us? If not, 
where is the Senſe, or Reaſon, og Chriſtianity 
of telling us, that we need not heed the Sen- 
tence of the Church, becauſe the Sentence it 
ſelf cannot puniſh us? 

Suppoſe ſome High- urch un had writ 
A Treatiſe againſt Stealing, and had carry'd 


the Matter ſo very far, as to talk of the Fa 


tal Effect which the eighth Commandment 

would have upon Offenders, when it ſhould 

rife up in Judgment and condemn them. 
Would your Lordthip think your ſelf 


oblig'd, in regard to the Liberty of thoſe who 


wart other People's Goods, to tell them that 
indeed they . ought to take care to act with 
Sincerity in their acquiring the temporal 
Things of this Life, that they ought to con- 
fider with the utmoſt Impartiality the Nature 
of Property, and the Conditions of that Ori- 
ginal Contract, which firſt ſettled the Rights 
and Bounds: of i it, and gave every Man a 
Righr in ſuch or ſuch 2 Part of the Things of 
thi Life; but that if they ſhould ch 


Impatience of Want, or Pride, or any other 


Paſſion or Prejudice, make too free with their 
Neighbour's Property, and ſo difpleaſe Al- 
mighty God; would you think your ſelf 


oblig d 
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oblig d to tell them, that the fatal Efefts 
of the eighth Commandment, and its pretend- 
ed riſing up in Judgment hereafter, is all 
Sham and Banter; and that however God 
may be diſpleas'd with them, yet that Com- 
mandment will have no Effect upon them? 
Would your Love of Liberty, your Concern 
for the Laity, engage you to give ſo much 
Comfort, and preach ſuch ſmooth things to 
ſuch a Claſs of People? 

Thus much may be fairly affirm'd, that 
you might as well deliver ſuch a ſort of Peo- 
ple from their Fear of the Commandment, as 
endeavour to perſuade impenitent Offenders 
not to fear the Sentence of the Church. For as 
the Guilt of Stealing is aggravated by being 
contracted againſt the Authority of the eighth 
Commandment; ſo the Guilt of Impenitence 
is heightned, by a Continuance in it againſt 
that Authority in the Church, which is as 
truly founded by God to prevent the Growth 
of Sin, as the eighth Commandment was gi- 
ven by God to prevent Stealing. So that he 
who teaches Offenders to diſregard this Sen- 
tence, which is authoriz'd by God to awaken 
and terrify them into Repentance, does the 
ſame as if he ſhould teach Thieves to diſre- 
gard the eighth Commandment, which was 
given by God to affright People from 
ſtealing. 19254 
If it ſhould be here objected that there is a 
very great difference betwixt the Duty we owe 
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horted, and preach'd up into a Contempt of 
the Sentence of the Church, becauſe it is not 
the Sentence itſelf will have any Effect upon 


us ? Is it ſafe to fin againſt the Authority of 


the Commandment, becauſe it is not the Com- 
mandment itſelf which can puniſh us? If not, 
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the Matter ſo very far, as to talk of the fa- 
tal Effect which the eighth Commandment 
would have upon Offenders, when it ſhould 
riſe up in Judgment and condemn them. 

Would your Lordſhip think your ſelf 


oblig'd, in regard to the Liberty of thoſe who 


want other People's Goods, to tell them that 
indeed they . ought to take care to act with 
Sincerity in their acquiring the temporal 
Things of this Life, that they ought to con- 
ſider with the utmoſt Impartiality the Nature 
of Property, and the Conditions of that Ori- 
ginal Contract, which firſt ſettled the Rights 
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Right in ſuch or ſuch a Part of the Things of 
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oblig d to tell them, that the fatal Efefts 
of the eighth Commandment, and its pretend- 
ed rifing up in Judgment hereafter, is all 
Sham and Banter; and that however God 
may be diſpleas'd with them, yet that Com- 
mandment will have no Effect upon them? 


Would your Love of Liberty, your Concern 


for the Laity, engage you to give ſo much 
Comfort, and preach ſuch ſmooth things to 
ſuch a Claſs of People ? 

Thus much may be fairly affirm'd, that 
you might as well deliver ſuch a ſort of Peo- 
ple from their Fear of the Commandment, as 
endeavour to perſuade impenitent Offenders 
not to fear the Sentence of the Church. For as 
the Guilt of Stealing 1s aggravated by being 
contracted againſt the Authority of the eighth 
Commandment; ſo the Guilt of Impenitence 
is heightned, by a Continuance in it againſt 
that Authority in the Church, which is as 
truly founded by God to prevent the Growth 
of Sin, as the eighth Commandment was gi- 
ven by God to prevent Stealing. So that he 
who teaches Offenders to diſregard this Sen- 
tence, which is authoriz'd by God to awaken 
and terrify them into Repentance, does the 
ſame as if he ſhould teach Thieves to diſre- 
gard the eighth Commandment, which was 
given by God to affright People from 
ſtealing. 7 
If it ſhould be here objected that there 1s a 
very great difference betwixt the Duty we owe 
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to the eighth Commandment, and our Duty to 
the Sentence of the Church; becauſe the 
Commandment 1s always right-and the ſame, 
whereas the Church may err in its Sentence. 

To this it may be anſwer'd, that granting 
all this, that the Church may ſometimes err 
in its Sentence; yet if it is ever in the right, 
if it ever can be a fault, or dangerous for Sin- 
ners not to ſubmit to, and be corrected by it, 
this will condemn your Doctrine, which ſets 


it out conſtantly, and in all Circumſtances, 


as a Dream and Trifle, and without anß 
Effect. . i 
Secondly: Here is no room left for you to 
plead the Uncertainty of the Church's Sen- 
tence, in regard to the Certainty of the Com- 
mandment; becauſe you directly ſet forth 
your Doctrine in a Caſe (that of tlie inceſtu- 
ous Corinthian) where all was right and juſt, 
and yet declare that in that Caſe it was with- 
out any Effects; and that if the inceſtuous 
Corinthian had continued impenitent under it, 
and diſregarded it as long as he had liv'd, it 
had ſignify'd no more to him than if it had 
never been pronounc'd. And in this Caſe, 
my Lord, and upon this Suppoſition, that the 
Authority judges and condemns ſuch Sinners 
as it ought to do, it is as abominable to tell 
ſuch that they have nothing to fear from the 
Judgment of the Church, as to tell a Thief 
that he has nothing to fear from the eighth 
Commandment, And I here challenge all the 
r © * Reafon 
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Reaſon which ever appear'd againſt the Do- 
ctrines of Chriſtianity, to ſhew me, why it is 
not as agreeable to the Scripture to declare, 
that if a Thief lives and dies in his Sins of 
Stealing, that he has nothing to fear from 
the eighth Commandment ; as to declare that 
an impenitent Offender, tho* juſtly cenſur'd 
by the Authority of the Church, has nothing 
to fear from ſuch a Cenſure, tho' he lives and 
dies in the Contempt of it. 


Thirdly and laſtly ; Tho' the Church ma y 


ſometimes err in its Authority, and the Com- 
mandment is always right; yet your Doctrine 
makes it as reaſonable to declare the Com- 
mandment without any Effect, as to declare 
the Sentence of the Church to be without 
any Effect. For you don't ſay that Excom- 
munication is a Trifle without any Effect, 
becauſe it is a Sentence which may ſometimes 
be wrong; but becauſe, tho' we ſhould diſ- 
pleaſe God under the Sentence of the Church, 
yet that Diſpleaſure would not have been oc- 
caſion'd by the Sentence, but by our Be- 
haviour alone, And this Doctrine plainly 
makes all the Commandments as mere Trifles 
and void of all Effe&, as it makes the Sen- 
tence of the Church ſo. For it is as true in 
your Senſe, and you are as much oblig'd to 
ſay, that if we fin againſt the Commandments, 
and incur the Diſpleaſure of God, that it is 
not the Commandments, but our Behaviour 
alone which cauſes it: And ſo the Command- 


* 
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ments of God have no more to do with the 
Favour of God, but are as mere Dreams 
without any Effect, as the human Excommu- 
nications you have ſo much expos'd. This, 
my Lord, is a very compendious Confutation 
both of the Law and the Goſpel; and is a 
good reaſon, why ſo many of thoſe who have 
no regard for either, but think Z-al in Reli- 
gion a Meanneſs of Spirit, are yet great Zea- 
lots for your Lordſhip's Opinions. 


— — 
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Of Church- Authority, as it relates to ex- 
ternal Communion. 


2 A OUR Lordſhip ſays, I En of no 


W 


Church Authority to oblige Chriſli- 
| ans to external Communion, nor 
— any thing to determine them but 
their own Conſciences *, But to ſhew your 
Deſire to be inform'd, your Lordſhip fre- 
quently calls upon the Learned Committee to 
declare what the Authority of the Church is. 
It is ſomething ſtrange that you ſhould have 
been ſo long writing down the Authority of 
the Church, and yet not know what is meant 
by Church Authority; that you ſhould take 
fo much pains to oppoſe (as you ſay) only 


— 
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— 
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abſolute 
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abſolute Authority, and yet not know whe- 
ther there be any elſe, or what Authority 
you have left in the Church. It is yet ſome- 
thing ſtranger that a Biſhop of the Church 
ſhould be frightening the Laity from a kind 
of Church Authority which is not claim'd o- 
ver them, and yet be at tlie ſame time pretend- 
edly ignorant of what ſort of Church Autho- 
rity they are under. Here you have been 
preaching againſt that, which they are not 
concern'd with ; but when you ſhould tell 
them what kind of Authority they are con- 
cern'd with, you have not one word of Inſtru- 
ction; but call upon the Committee to de- 
clare whether there be any ſuch thing as 
Church Authority which is not abſolute, My 
Lord, if there be not, to what purpoſe have 
you ſo often taken Refuge in the word Ab- 
ſelutee Or where is the Honeſty or Reaſon 
of ſaying you have not deny'd a Authority, 
but only that which is abſolute, if you be- 
lieve there is no Authority but what is abſo- 
Inte ? If therefore your Lordſhip has made 
this Diſtinction with any degree of Sincerity 
if you intended anyj thing more by it, than 
an artful playing with Words ; 1t plainly lies 
at your Door to ſhew what Authority you 
have not touch d ; and that in oppoſing that 
which is abſolte, you neither have, nor in- 
tended to oppoſe 2 Authority and Juritdi- 
ction in Matters of Religion. But, inſtead 
of this, if the Learned Committee ſhould ex- 

plan 


ee eee 
plain to your Lordſhip what that Autho- 
rity is, which is not abſolute ; you only ven- 
ture. ſo far as to ſay, that if there is any ſuch 
Authority, you are, for ought that you have 
ſaid, at liberty to declare for it. Mighty 
cautiouſly expreſs'd, my Lord! Had a Cour- 
tier, who rather intends to amuſe than in- 
form, and talk artfully than ſincerely, deli- 
vered himſelf in ſuch inconcluſive Terms, it 
had not been much Matter either of Wonder 
or Complaint. But for a Biſbop, who makes 
Sincerity to be of more worth than all the 
Chriſtian Religion; for this Biſhop,in a Cauſe 
which he declares himſelf ready-to die in; in 
ſuch a Cauſe, as is of the laſt Conſequence to 
us all, as Men, Chriſtians, and Proteſtants ; 
for this Biſhop to ſay, if there be ſuch an 
Authority, inſtead of declaring whether there 


is or not; and to ſay, he is at liberty to de- 


clate for it, inſtead of plainly ſaying whe- 
ther he ought or not; however conſiſtent it 


may be with Sincerity, I am ſure it has too | 


much the Appearance of the contrary. 
For ſeeing you are charg'd with denying 
all Authority in the Church, if you conſulted 


Plainneſs and Sincerity, if you regarded the 
Information of the Vulgar, and the Peace of 
the Church, which way could theſe Conſide- 
rations lead you to defend your ſelf; but ei- 
ther to ſhew that there was a. real Autho- 


＋ An;w, to Repy. p. 25. 
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rity in the Church, which you had not op- 
pos d ; or elſe plainly to own that you had 
deny d all Authority, becauſe all Authori 
of every kind is to be deny'd ? But inſtead 
of declaring your ſelf openly and plainly for 
the ſake of Truth, Peace, and Sincerity, you 
take Refuge in Words, and ſecure your ſelf 
behind a Cloud of Properly's and Abſolutely's, 
to the Diſturbance of honeſt Minds, and to 
the Satisfaction of the Prophane. 

Since your Lordſhip calls out ſo often to 
be told what that Authority is which obliges 
us to external Communion, I ſhall beg, leave 


to offer theſe following Confiderations upon 


this Head, and hope they will ſufficiently 
both aſſert and explain that Church Autho- 
rity or Obligation which we are all under to 
join in external Communion. | 
Your Lordſhip ſays ; I know of no Church 
Authority to oblige any Chriſtians to exter- 
nal Communion ,, nor any thing to determine 
them, but their own Conſciences *. I ſhall 
therefore beg leave to obſerve to your Lord- 
ſhip what Authority there is to oblige All 
Chriſtians to external Communion ;, and to 
ſhew, that they are no more left at liberty in 
this Matter, than they are at liberty to ffeal 
or murder, | 
I ſuppoſe it is not proper or true, to ſay, 
that you know of. no Authority to oblige 
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any Chriſtians, or any thing to keep thein 
from the Practice of Stealing, but their own 
Conſciences, becauſe there is the expreſs Au- 
thority of God againſt this Practice. Now if it 
would be improper arid falſe to ſay this, becauſe 
the Authority of God has ſo plainly appeared 
in it; I ſhall eafily prove, that it is as falſe 
and improper to ſay, that we have nothing 
hut our Conſciences to determine us in the 
Caſe of external Communion, ſince the Au- 
thority of God is as expreſs in obliging us 
to this external Communion, as in requiring 

us to be juſt and honeſt in all our Dealings. 
] defire no more to be granted me here, 
than that it is neceſſary to be a Chriſtian, and 
that we are call'd upon by the Authority of 
God to embrace this Religion as neceſſary to 
Salvation. This, my Lord, is the expreſs 
Doctrine of the Scriptures; ſo that Ihopel 
may preſume upon it, as granted by your 
Lordſhip, that there 1s an Authority to oblige 
People to be Chriſtians, and that this Autho- 
rity makes it as neceſſary, that they ſhould 
be Chriſtians, as 1t 1s neceſlary to obey God, 
and conform to his Will. WITS 
_ Firſt; If Chriſtianity be a Method of Life 
neceilary to Salvation, then are we neceſlari- 
ly oblig'd to external Communion ; for we 
can no other way appear to be Chriſtians ei- 
ther to our ſelves or others, but by this ex- 
ternal Communion. A Perſon who lives in 
a Cloyſter, may as well be taken for a Field 
| General, 
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General, as he who is not in external Com- 
munion, for a Chriſtian. For the Chriſtian 
Religion is a Method of Worſhip diſtin& from 
all others, in thoſe Offices and Duties which 
conſtitute external Communion ; ſo that if 
you are ſo far oblig'd to be a Chriſtian, as to 
ſerve God differently from other People, you 
are oblig'd to external Communion, becauſe 
that Service which diſtinguiſhes the Chriſtian 
Worſhipper from all other People, is ſuch a 
Service as cannot be perform'd but in an ex- 
ternal Communion in ſuch and ſuch Offices, 
Viz. Profeſſions of Faith, joint Prayers , 
and the Obſervance of the Sacraments. Ex- 
ternal Communion is only another Word for 
the Profeſſion of Chriſtianity, becauſe the ſe- 
veral Duties and Obligations which concern 
any one as a Chriſtian, and diſtinguiſh him 
from other People, are Duties which as neceſ- 
farily imply external Commitnion, as walking 
implies Motion. Therefore to ask whether a. 
Chriſtian be oblig'd to external Communion, 
is to ask whether a Perſon who is oblig'd to 
walk, be oblig'd to move. The ſhort is this ; 
No Man can be a Chriſtian, but by taking 
upon him the Profeſſion of Chriſtianity ; the 
Profeſſion of Chriſtianity is nothing elſe but 
external Communion with Chriſtians ; there- 
fore it is as neceſſary to be in external Com- 

munion, as to be a Chriſtian. TP 
I hope I need not prove to your Lordſhi p- 
that there is an Authority to oblige People » 
| cle 


„ 

che Profeſhon of Chriſtianity ; intending here 
only to prove, that the. ſame Authority o- 

bliges us to external Communion. 5 
Had your Lordſhip therefore declar'd to 
the World that you know of no Authority 
to oblige People to be Chriſtians, it had been 
as innocent and true a Declaration as this you 
have made concerning external Communion ; 
there being plainly the ſame Authority oblig- 
ing us to the one, as to the other. For, ny 
Lord, what is imply'd in external Commu— 
nion, but our communicating with our Fel- 
low Chriſtians in thoſe Acts of Worſhip and 
Divine Service which Chriſtianity requires of 
us ? And what Marks or Tokens can we ſhew 
of our, Chriſtianity, but that we are of the | 
Number of thoſe who are baptiz'd into Chriſt's 
Church for the joint Worſhip of God in that 
particular Service which-the Chriſtian Religion 
has taught us? So that if we prove our ſelves 
. Chriſtians, we muſt prove our ſelves in this 
external Communion, becauſe to be a Chri- 
ſtian implies no more, than the being of the | 
Number of thoſe who viſibly unite and join 
in ſuch Acts and Offices of Divine Worſhip 2s 
are proper to Chriſtians, If therefore there Y 

be #9 Authority to oblige us to external Com- 
- union, then no one is oblig'd to be a Chri- 
Secondly; If there be 0 Authority to o- 
. blige, or am thing to determine Chriſtians 
to external Communion but their own Con- 
* | ſciences, 
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ſciences, then it is plain, it is as lawful for 
all Chriſtians to be their own Prieſts, and 
confine themſelves to a private Worſhip ſepa- 
rate from every Chriſtian in the World, as 
to join in external Communion. For where 
there is no Authority or Obligation to deter- 
mine our Practice, there the thing muſt needs 
be indifferent; and to do it or let it alone, 
muſt be equally lawful. If there was no Au- 
thority which oblig'd us to be baptiz'd, it 
would not only be lawful to let it alone, but 
alle to trouble our Heads about it. The ſame 
is true of this external Communion ; it we 
are under no Law concerning it, it is no 
part of our Duty either to do it, or let it 
alone. | 

It cannot here be ſaid, that tho' we are not 
oblig'd to external Communion with this or 
that Church, yet we ought to join with ſome 
particular Perkins, and not worſhip God con- 
ſtantly by our ſelves, and perform no Offices 
with other People. For if we are oblig'd to 
communicate with any one Perſon in the 
World, we are to hold Communion with the 
whole Church of Chriſt. For we are not o- 
-blig'd to communicate with this or that parti- 
cular Perſon on account of any Ci or Na- 
tural Relation, but as we are Chriſt:anr, and 
from the Common Nature of our Chriſtianity. 
Since therefore our Obligation to communt- 
cate with any particular Perſons does not ariſe 
from any private particular Relation, but 
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from the common Nature of our Religion ; 
this does equally oblige us to hold Commu- 
nion with all Chriſtians, as with any parti- 
| cular Chriſtians, they being all equally rela- 
| ted to us as Chriſtians; and conſequently it 

is as neceſſary to hold Communion with the 
| external viſible Church, as with any particu- 


lar Chriſtian. © From this alſo it is plain, that 
it is as lawful to avoid Communion with 
| every particular Chriſtian in the World, as to 
| 


refuſe Communion with any ſound Patt of 
the Church on Earth, 5 
I beg of your Lordſhip to produce but one 


1 Argument why any two or three ſhould meet 
1 together for the Service of God, which will 
5 not equally prove it neceſſary that Chriſtians 


ſhould join in external Communion. May it 
all be laid aſide, my Lord 2 Need there be 


1x no more of this aſſembling our ſelves toge- 
18 ther for performing of Duties, which we 
+3 thought we could not perform ſeparately ? 


I have thewn in my ſecond Letter, that 
your Lordſhip cannot conſiſtently with your 


6 Principles urge any Reaſons to any Diſſenters | 
be, to come over to the Church of England; 
lh and here, my Lord, it will appear, that you 
al have not one Argument againſt the Abſenters 
= from all Publick Worſhip. For it would be 
os | as odd and unreaſonable in your Lordſhip to 
an | e Yd | 

MW offer any Argument to ſuch an Abſenter, why 


he ſhould join in ſome Publick Worſhip, after 
you have depy'd any Authority which obliges 
Us 


A 


1 
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us to external Communion, as it would be 
for an Atheiſt who had deny'd the Neceſlity 
of any Religion, to perſuade a Man to be a 
fincere Mahometan, © * © 
If your Lordſhip ſhould tell this Abſenter 
from all Communions, that he ought to join 
with ſome Community or other in the Wor- 
ſhip of God; might he not fairly ask your 
Lordſhip, how you came to tell the World that 
you know of no Authority to oblige any Chri- 
ſtiant or any thing to determine them to ex- 
ternal Communion ? Can any one be oblig'd 
to join in Divine Service, who is not oblig'd 
to external Communion? Could any one 
imagine that if he was not oblig'd to join in 
external Communion, that it was not lawful 
to ſtay at home? Could he think that when 
Four Lordſhip was declaring againſt any O- 
ligation to Church Communion, that you 
meant he ought to join himſelf with ſome of 
the Diſſenters? Had your Lordſhip plainly 
declar'd that no Chriſtian need read any Book 
in the World, could you conſiſtently with 
your ſelf offer any Arguments why he ſhould 
read the Bible? Yet this is as conſiſtent as 
to deſire any Perſon to communicate with 
any Body of Chriſtians, after you have plain- 
ly difown'd any Obligation to external Com- 
munion. My 
For whatever Arguments your Lordſhip can 
offer to an Abſenter from all Publick Worſhip 
may be anſwer' d in this manner, © Either 
M 3 - Jour 
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« your Arguments for my joining with any 
& Chriſtians, are invented by your ſelf, and 
« of your own making, or they are not; if 
cc they are Fictions of your Lordihip's, and de- 
c ſtitute of any Foundation in the Will or Au- 
ce thority of God, then they are vain and to 
c no Purpoſe ; but that all ſuch Arguments 
« are mere Fictions and Inventions of your 
« own, is plain from your Lordſhip's expreſs 
« Declaration, that you knew of no Autho- 
« rity or any thing to oblige or determine 


« Chriſtians to external Communion, ſo that 


cc all the Arguments you can offer for my ex- 
«© ternal Communion are declared by your 
cc ſelf to be ſuch as are of u Authority, or 
cc have any thing in them to determine me to 
« external Communion. 

And indeed had your Lordſhip firſt decla- 
red that there was no ſuch thing as Figure in 
Bodies, and then pretended to prove that the 
World is round, it would be no more miracu- 
lous, than firſt to give out, that no Chriſtians 
are obliged to external Communion, and af- 
terwards take upon you to perſuade any one 
to join himſelf to ſome Body of Chriſtians. 
Here therefore your Lordſhip has ſo preach'd 
up and advanced this Kingdom of Chriſt, that 
conſiſtently with your ſelf, you can't ſo muchi 
as require any one to be a viſible Member of 
it, or offer the leaſt Shadow of an Argument 
why an Abſenter ſhould rather go to ſome 
Church, clan truft to his own Religion at 
| 1 | © NOoMmeo 
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home. Your Lordſhip writ a Treatiſe ſome 
Years ago on the Keaſonavlencſs of Confor- 
mity to The Oburch of England. But pray, 
my Lord, where is the " Keaſonabl/ ne of 
conforming, if we are under no Olication to 
conform? Where! is the Keaſon: ablenels of do- 
ing that, which is not our Duty to do? 
Where can be the Reaſornblendf:'of going 
two or three Miles to Church for the ſake of 
external Communion, if there be zo Aut hori- 
ty, or any thing ts determine us to external 
Communion * Can it be 7 -2aſonahle to ſpend 
our Time and ſome part of our Wealth in ma- 
king up ſuch Meetings, as God has not re- 
quired at our Hands * 

Your Lordſhip muſt therefore either retract 
what you have laid, and allow that there is 
an Autherity to oblige us to external Com- 
inunion, or acknowledge that no Chriitians- 
are under any Cbligations to ſerve God in 
any Communion, but may conſine themſelves 
to a private Religion, ſeparate from every o- 
ther Chriſtian in the World. That is, that 
no one is obliged to worſhip God in the 1 1 
lick Aſſembly, or join with any one elle 
the Service of God. 


Thirdly ; If there be no Authority to 2 


lige us to external Communion, then it may 
well be queſtion d hey your Loi dſhip can an- 
ſwer for your joining in external Communion 
in the Church of * land. Your Lordſhip 
knows that the 8 of the Church of 
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England gives great Offence to the Papiſt 
and Proteſtant Diſſenters of all kinds; how 
then can your Lordſhip juſtify your doing 
that, which you need not do, which gives ſo 
much Scandal to many tender Conſciences ? 
Will your Lordſhip be of a Church, though 
it is this very Church Communion that is ſo 
very offenſive? Your Lordſhip knows that 
the Animoſities and Church Diviſions amongſt 
Chriſtians is one of the moſt {ore Evils under 
the Sun ; that all the Party Heats and Con- 
troverſies is concerning whom we are to com- 
municate with, and in Defence of particular 
external Communions. Now, my Lord, what 
mould that Chriſtian do who is all Sincerity, 
who believes there is no Obligation to exter- 
nal Communion, and who ſees that the pre- 
tended Neceſſity of it, cauſes all the Diffe- 
rence and Diviſion amongſt Chriſtians ? Can 
that ſincere Perſon who believes and knows 
all this, keep at the Head of a particular 
Communion ? Can he ſupport ſo unneceſſary, 
ſo needleſs an Evil? Can that ſincere Perſon 
be a Biſhop in that Communion, which ſtands 
diſtinguiſh'd from other external Communions, 
chiefly as it is epiſcopal Communion, when he 
allows there is no Neceſſity of being in Com- 
munion either with Bifhops or any body elſe ? 
Could that Pope be reckon'd fincere who 
mould declare that he knew of no Authority, 
or any thing to determine him to exercile.the 
papal Powers, could he be a ſincere dan, 


. 
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if he yet continued to exerciſe them to the 
Scandal and Offence of ſo many Chriſtian 
Countries? If he could, ſo might your Lord- 
{hip for continuing at the Head of an exter- 
nal Communion, which divides and diſturbs 
Chriſtians, tho' you know of 0 Authority to 
oblige or any thing to determihe yout to this ex- 
ternal Communion. 

Surely your Lordſhip will have more Com- 
paſſion at laſt for your drſſenting Brethron, 
more Concern for the Peace of Chriſt's King- 
dom, than to keep up ſuch unneceſſary Com- 
munions, and diſturb jo many weak Conſcien- 
ces by joining externally in the Church of 
England, when you know of no Authority 
or any thing to oblige you to join with any 
Body. 

>a oſe the Peace of Grcat Britain was 
EN 2 deſtroy'd by Party Rage and Diſ- 
pute about the Starr, Would your Lordſhip 
head one Party of Sar-gazers againſt ano- 
ther? Would you join your ſelf to ſuch a vain 
and uſeleſs Cauſe at the Expence of the pub- 
lick Peace? Now, wy Lord, it there be no- 
thing to oblige us to external Communion, 
it is all a Trifle, and mere Star-gazing ; and 
a Perſon who appears in the Cauſe and at the 
Head of this external Communion, can be no 
more a Friend to Chriſtianity, by keeping up 
ſuch an unneceſſary Cauſe of Diviſion, than 
he could be a good Subject, who ſhould join 
in the needleſs idle Quarrels of Star-gazing 


Fart y- 
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Party-men. In a word, if your Lordſhip 
knows of any thing that obliges you to con- 
tinue in the Church of England, you ought 
not to have ſaid that 50 know of no Aut ho- 
rity to oblige, or any thing to determine any 
Chriſtian to external Communion : But if you 
know of nothing that obliges you to conti- 
mie in the Church of England, then you 
ought rather to leave it, than to bear a Part 


in ſo needleſs a Community, and which gives 


ſo much Oftence to all thoſe who diſlike the 
Terms of it. 3% ng obs 
Fourthly ; If there be no Authority to ob- 
lige us to external Communion, how comes 
there to be ſuch a Sin as hin How comes 
the Schiſmatick, or Divider of Communions, 
to be ſo frequently in the Scriptures ranked 
amongſt the moſt guilty Offenders ? | 
Can it be a Sin to be divided, unleſs we are 
under ſome Obligation to be united? 
It has been always granted that $/m is 
the Separation of our ſelves from ſuch a Com- 
munion of Chriſtians as we ont to have held 
Commnnion with. Now if ſeparate Worthip 
from any Chriſtians in the World be the Sin 
of Schiſm, then there muſt be ſome Law that 
obliges thoſe Schiſmaticks to join with thoſe 
Chriſtians, from whom they ſeparate, and 
conſequently there is an Authority which ob- 
liges Chriſtians to external Communion. 
Your Lordſhip muſt either ſhew that Schiſm 
does not conſiſt in refuſing to nnn; 
9 with 
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with ſame Chriſtians, or that tho' it be the 
damnable Sin of Schiſm to refuſe Communion 
with ſome Chriſtians, yet there is no Autho- 
rity to oblige us to external Communion with 
any Chriſtians; i. e. that though Schiſm be a 
Sin, yet it is the Tranſgreſſion of no Law. 

The Apoſtle ſays, Mark thoſe who cauſe 
Diviſions contrary to the Traditions which 
Je have learn'd of me, aud avoid them. My 
Lord, what ſtrange Language is this, if there 
is nothing to oblige us to external Communi- 
on? If there is no Obligation to be united, 
why muſt they be mark'd who cauſe Divi- 


ſions ? If there be no Authority that requires 


external Communion at our Hands, why muſt 
thoſe Perſons be avoided who prevent external 
Communion 2? RIG 

Either the Apoſtle or your Lordſhip muſt 
be mightily miſtaken ; the Apoſtle tells us 
that Diviſions in the Church are contrary to 
the Doctrine which he had taught, and there- 
fore there is the expreſs Authority of the A- 


poſtle to oblige us to external Communion. 


But your Lordſhip ſays there is no Authority 
to oblige us to this Duty, thereſore you mult 
cither maintain that the Apoſtle taught no ſuch 
Doctrine, tho' he ſaid he had, or that there is 
no Authority in his Doctrine to oblige us. 

I ſuppoſe, my Lord, that the Apoſtle by 
Diviſions here means external viſible Diau- 
ſrons, becauſe he bids them mark thoſe who 
cauſe them, and avgd them; for inviſivle 
80 | internal 
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internal Diviſions can no more be ard, or 
inviſible Schiſmaticks avoided, than we can 
mark Peoples Thoughts, or lock out a Spirit. 
If therefore the Diviſion here ſpoke of be ex- 
ternal Diviſion, then the Sin here condemn'd 
is a Breach of external Communion, and con- 
ſequently we are here required by the Apoſtle 
to join in external Communion ; unleſs we 
can ſuppoſe that the Apoſtle could condemn 
thoſe who were externally divided, without 
meaning that they ought to be externally 
united. 8 

Fifthly ; If there be no Authority to ob- 
Foe us to external Communion, then there is 
no Authority to oblige us to be baptiz'd. For 
Baptiſm is an external viſible Ordinance of 
God, which as plainly implies external Com- 
munion with others, as any Contract in the 
World implies Correſpondence with others. 
And any Perſon might as well be obliged to 
bargain and merchandize with others, with- 
out being obliged to be concerned with o- 
thers, as be obliged to be baptiz'd, without 
being obliged to external Communion. 

For as we cannot baptize our ſelves, this 
ſhews that the Chriſtian Religion is not ſuited 
to the State of ſingle independent Perſons, but 
requires our external Communion to the Per- 
formance of its Obligations. And as we can- 
not be baptized by others, but by reſigning 
up our ſelves to the Obſervance of new Laws, 
this plainly proyes that the Perſon is baptized 

| EY Res into 
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into a State of Siety and external Commu- 
nion. That Baptiſm does not leave the bapti- 
zed Perſon to a ſeparate independent Wor- 
ſhip, is very plain from the following In- 
ſtances. | 

The Church of Englund, in the Office for 
Baptiſm, thus expreſſes her ſelf: We receive 
this Perſon into the Congregation of Chriſt's 
Flock, &c. Again, Seeing now, This 
Perſon is regenerated and grafted into the 
Body of Chriſt's Church, &c. I ſhould think it 
very plain, my Lord, to every Reader, that 
theſe Paſſages ſhew that Baptiſm neceſſarily 
implies external Communion, and puts it out 
of the Power of every baptiz'd Perſon to re- 
fuſe external Communion , unleſs he will 
break through the Conditions of his Baptiſm. 
For can we be received into the Congrega- 
tion of Chriſt's Flock, without being obliged 
to keep up this Congregation, or to perform 
any Duties or Offices conlider'd as a Congre- 
vation or Flock? Can we in any Senſe be con- 
ſider d as a Congregation or a Flock, but 
in our Communion in thoſe Offices which 
ſhew us to be Chriſt's Flock ? Can we be ſaid 
to be gratted into the Body of Chriſt's Church, 
if we are at liberty never to meet as a Church, 
or a& as a Church, 


The Apoſtle lays, for by one Spirit we are 


all baptiz'd into one Body *. What can 
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more 


„„ 
more manifeſtly denote external Communion, 
than this Account of Baptiſm 2 Can we be bap- 
tiz d into one Body, and not be oblig'd to act 
as a Body? Can we act as a Body, by run- 
ning away from one another, and refuling to 
unite into that Service, into which we are ba 
tiz d? I ſuppoſe we are here to be conſider d 
as a Chriſtian Body; but how a Number of 


People can be a Chriſtian Body, who are not 


united in Chriſtian Worſhip, is hard to con- 
ceive. | 
When therefore you declare that you know 
of no Authority to oblige Chriſtians to exter- 
nal Communion, you deſert the Doctrines of 
Chriſt, as plainly as if you ſaid, that you 
know of no Authority which obliges People 
to be baptiz d. GE 
Sixthly ; If there be no Authority to o- 
blige, nor any thing to determine us to ex 
ternal Communion, then there is no Autho- 
rity to oblige, nor any thing to determine us 
to communicate in the bleſſed Sacrament of 
the Body and Blood of Chriſt. For if there 
is any Law which obliges us to join exter- 
nally in the Obſervance of this Inſtitution, 
then it is out of all doubt, that we are oblig'd 
to external Communion. Now if you will ſay 
that there is no Law of God as to this Mat- 
ter, then the thing itſelf muſt needs be indit- 
ferent, and private Maſs muſt be allow'd to 
be as right and lawful, as a joint Communion 
in the Holy Sacrament. Either therefore you 
muſt 


C1757 
muſt defend private Maſs, or ſhew ſome Au- 
thority againſt it; if you can produce any 
Authority againſt it, then you produce an 
Authority for external Communion, and con- 
tradict your, other Declaration, where you 
give out, that you don't know of azy thing 
to determine us to external Communion. 
Prom all this it plainly appears what id 
of Authority that is, which obliges us to ex- 
ternal Communion ; it is that ſame Autho- 
rity which obliges us to be baptiz'd, to re- 
ceive the Commuzuon, to proteſs the ſame 
Faith, to worthip God in the publick Aſſem- 
blies, and to avoid the Sin of Schiſm; or, in 
a word, that ſame Authority which obliges 
us to be Chriſtians. | 

For all the Offices of Chriſtian Worſhip 
and Devotion which conſtitiute external Com- 
munion, are every one expreſly. requir'd by 
God; and therefore external Communion , 
which conſiſts only of theſe Offices, is cqua!- 
ly requir'd by God. 

And this Authority may be very juſtly 
call'd Church Authority, becauſe it ariſes 
from the very Nature of the Church, becauſe 


it is the Inſtitution of the Church, from 


whence this Obligation to Communionariſeth. 
For Chriſt has inſtituted this Church in order 
to oblige Mankind to enter into it for the 
Salvation of their Souls: As the Church 
therefore is inſtituted for this End, the Exiſt- 
ence of the Church lays an Obligation upon 

all, 
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all, who have any Opportunity, of entering 
into it; and this Obligation will laſt as long 
as the Church of Chriſt ſhall laſt. The ſhort 
is this; God has inſtituted an Order or H. 
ciety of People, for the particular manner of 
ſerving and worſhipping him ; this Society is 
not a voluntary one, which we may be Mem- 
bers of, or not, as we a. but it carries 
in its very Nature and Inſtitution an Autho- 
rity obliging us all, as we hope for Happineſs, 
to be Members of it; we are oblig'd to be of 
the Church, becauſe Chriſt has ixſtituted the 
Church, therefore it is the Inſtitution of the 
Church, which lays us under an Obligation 
of entering into it; and this, and no other, 
is that Church Authority which obliges all 
People to external Communion. 

Farther ; This may be very properly call'd 
Church Authority, becauſe it was in the 


2 Church, or that Order of Men, which Chriſt 


had inſtituted, before the Scriptures were 
written. 
When there was only this Order of Men, 
before the Writings of the New Teſtament 
were in being, there was then this Authority 
ariſing from that inſtituted Order of Men, 
which oblig'd others to enter into Communion 
with them ; therefore this Authority which 
begin with the Exiſtence of the Church, and 
flow'd from the very Nature. of the Church, 
may very juſtly be call'd Church Authority. 
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If it ſhould be ask'd whether this Autho- 
rity be abſolute; I anſwer, it is juſt as abſo- 
lute, as that Authority which obliges us to 
be baptiz'd. Our Saviour has told us, that if 
we are not baptiz'd, we ſhall be dann'd : 
Here therefore is an Authority for Baptiſm ; 
the Scripture has not {aid whether this be ſo 
abſolutely obliging, that there is no room in 
any Caſe for a Diſpenſation ; therefore it is 
no Caſe which concerns us. Now the Autho- 
rity which obliges us to external Communion, 
is juſt upon the ſame Terms; the thing is as 
plainly requir'd as Baptiſm ; but whether in 
any Caſes it will be diſpens'd with, is what 
we have nothing to do with. If there be a- 
ny Sincerity, any Weakneſs, any Ignorance; 
or the Want of any thing which will excuſe 
thoſe who refuſe to be baptiz'd, thoſe ſame 
Conſiderations may excuſe the Refuſal of e- 
ternal Communion with the Church. . 

This, my Lord, is the Nature of that 
Church Authority, which obliges to extcrnal 
Communion ; it is that very ſame Authority 


which obliges us to the Profeſſion of Chriſti- 


anity, or to enter into Covenant with God. 
For he who is in external Communion with 
the Church of Chriſt, is of the Church of 
Chriſt, or in Covenant with God; and he 
who 1s not in external Communion; is not 
of the Church of Chriſt, nor in Covenant 
with God; and conſequently it is that ſame 


Authority which obliges us to be Ghyiftians, 


or 
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or in Covenant with God, which obliges us 
to external Communion. 

So that when you ſay, you know of no 
Church Authority to oblige, or any thing to de- 
termine People to external Communion, it is di- 
rectly ſaying that you know of no Church 
Authority to oblige, or any thing to deter- 
mine them to the Profeſſion of Chriſtianity, 
or to enter into Covenant with God. 

If your Lordſhip ſhould here ſay, that you 
only meant, you know of no human Autho- 
rity to, oblige People to external Commu- 
nion, Oc. 1 
_ To this it may be anſwer'd, that you might 
as well have meant nothing at all by it, as 
have meant this. For, 1 
Firſt; Suppoſe the Queſtion had been, 
whether there be any Authority, or what Au- 
thority it is, which obliges People to be bap- 
tis d; and that in order to ſettle this Point, 
you had here declar'd, that you know of no 
Church Authority to oblige, or any thing to de- 
termine them to be baptis d, but their own Con- 
EEC Edi as os = 
Could it be thought, my Lord, after this, 
that you had not deny'd all Authcrity for 
Baptiſm 2 Could it be ſuppos'd, that by this 
Declaration, you only meant to deny, that 
the Authority which obligesyou to be baptiz'd, 
is Human or. Civil. Authority ? Could any 
one who only. meant thus. much expreſs him- 
ſelf in this manner z 
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Yet thus it is that you have expreſs'd your 
ſelf in the Diſpute concerning our Obligations 
to external Communion, you know of no 
Church Authority to oblige, or any thing to 
determine People to it ; which makes it e- 

ually abſurd to ſuppoſe, that you only deny 
that our Obligation to external Communion 
ariſes from any human or civil Authority. 

Secondly ; It you only meant to deny an 
human or civil Authority in this Matter, 
how came you not to ſay ſo? How came 
you not to tell us what Divine or Scrip- 
ture Authority there is to oblige us? Is it 
not as proper and as neceſſary in a Diſpute 
about this Authority, to declare the true and 
right Authority, as to proteſt againſt the 
wrong Authority? But indeed nothing can 
be more trifling than to ſay, that you have 
only deny'd any human or civil Authority in = 
this Matter. 

For, my Lord, whoever imagin'd that our 
Obligations to profeſs Chriſtianity, that is, to 
be Members of Chriſt's Church, could proceed 
from any human Authority? Human Autho- 
rity may and ought to encourage us in the 
Practice of our Chriſtian Duties ; but that 
our Obligation to ſerve God as Chriſtians, 
that is, in the external Communion of the 
Church, ſhould ariſe from any human Autho- 
rity, can be ſuppos d by none, but thoſe 
who imagine Chriſtiany to be a Creature of 


the Fate. 5 "= 
N 2 Thirdly ; 
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Thirdly ; You not only ſay that you know 
of no Church Authority to oblige, but alſo 
add theſe Words, nor any thing to determine 
People to external Communion, but their own 
Conſciences. 

Now, my Lord, if you only meant to de- 
ny a human Authority in this Matter; if 
you intended to own a Divine Authority to 
oblige us to external Communion; how come 
you to expreſs your ſelf thus contrary to 
your Meaning? For if you believe there is 
a Scripture or Divine Authority which o- 
bliges us to external Communion, ſurely this 
Authority is ſomething, and has ſome Right 
to determine us to external Communion ; 
yet you expreſsly ſay that you don't know 
of any thing to determine Chriſtians to ex- 
ternal Communion. | 

If it was ask'd whether Chriſtians are o- 
blig'd to pray for their Enemies, and you 
ſhould anſwer, I don't know any thing to de- 
termine them to pray for their Enemies; 
would it not be Novice, and Contradiction 
after this Declaration, to ſuppoſe, that you ac- 
knowledge that the Scriptures require Chri- 
ſtians to pray for their Enemies? 

But to ſuppoſe, that you acknowledge a 
Divine or Scripture Authority which obliges 
to external Communion, after you have ex- 
preſsly declar'd that you don't know of any 
thing to determine us to external Commu- 
nion, is eqzally contradictory. 
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Laſtly ; You ſay you don't know of any 
thing to determine Chriſtians to external Commu- 
nion, bat their own Conſciences. 

Now this farther ſhews that you deny all 
Divine as well as Human Authority to de- 
termine us to external Communion. For if 
there was a Divine Law which requir'd this 


Practice, we are no more lett folely to our 


own Conſciences in this Practice, than if it 
was determin'd by an exprels human Law. 
For, | | 
Can it be ſid that the Jews had nothing 
but their own Conſciences to determine them 
to abſtain from Blood? Can it be ſaid that 
Chriſtians have nothing but their own Con- 
ſciences to determine them to receive the 
Holy Sacrament ? If this cannot be faid, be- 
cauſe there is 2 Divine Law in both theſe 
Caſes; then it is as falſe and abſurd to ſay, 
that there is nothing but our qwn Conl\ci- 
ences to determine us to external Commu- 
nion, if there be a Divine Authority which 
requires this Practice. And conſequently 
you have plainly deny'd all Divine or 
Scripture Authority for external Communion, 
when you ſay that you don't know of any 
thing to determine People to external Com- 
uunion, but their own Conſciences, The 
ſhort is this; if you will ſay, that you own 
a Divine and Scripture Authority which 0+ 
bliges us to external Communion ; and if you 
will allow this Authority to be ſomething, 
FOND 3 - then 
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then your Contradiction in this Matter is as 
palpable and groſs as ever appear'd in any Wri- 
tings; for you have expreſly ſaid, that you 
don't know of any thing to determine us to 
external Communion : But if you own a Scri- 
pture Authority that obliges us to external 
Communion, then your Contradiction pro- 
ceeds thus, that you do know of ſomething, 
but you don't know of any thing to deter- 
mine us to external Communion. If you will 
not aſſert both Parts of this Contradiction, 
then you muſt ſtand to that which you have 
aſſerted, viz. that you don't know of any 
thing to determine us to external Commu- 
nion, which I have already ſhewn, is the 
ſame thing as declaring, you know of no Au- 
thority, or any thing to determine People to 
profeſs Chriſtianity, or enter into Covenant 
with God. But to proceed, | 
If you ſhould ſay that you don't deny an 
Authority that obliges us to external Commu- 
nion in general, but only an Authority that 
can oblige us to any particular external Com- 
munion. EIS 
To this I anſwer, that this is a groundleſs 
falſe Diſtinction; for our Obligation to exter- 
nal Communion with the Church of Chriſt in 
general, and our Obligation to external Com- 
munion with this or that particular Church, 
is exactly one and the ſame Obligation. 
For we are not obliged to join with this or 
that particular Church, for any private, par- 
. ny yr 
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ticular Reaſons, but becauſe we are obliged 
to be Chriſtians, or of the Church of Chriſt. 
And as no found part of Chriit's Church, is 
more his Church than another ſound part, fo 
if we ſeparate from any found part, we are as 
truly out of Chriſt's Church, as if we had ſe- 
parated from every part. And we can give 
no Reaſons for ſeparating from fuch a part, 
but ſuch as will equally juſtify our ſeparating 
from every part of Chriſt's Church; and con- 
ſequently there can be no Reaſons offer'd why 
we ſhould be Chriſtians, or of the Church of 
Chriſt, but will equally oblige us to enter in- 
to that particular part of Chritt's Church which 
offers itſelf to us. For the wliole Intent of 
entering into this or that particular Church, 
is only to be a Chriſtian, or of the Church of 
Chriſt, and therefore it muſt be one and the 
ſame Authority which obliges us to be Chit- 
ſtians, that obliges us alſo to be of any per- 
ticular Church. 

There is a Scripture Authority which obliges 
us to forgive our Enemies : Now it would be 
a; proper to ſay, that though there is an Au- 
t1ority which obliges us to forgive our Ene- 
mies in gencral, yet that Authority does not 
oblige us to forgive our particular Enemies, 
as to ſay, that though we are obliged to be 
of the Church of Chriſt in general, yet we 
are not obliged to be of this or that particu- 
lar part of Chriſt's Church. 88 | 
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For the Church of Chriſt in general, as tru- 
ly conſiſts of theſe particular Parts, as our 
Enemies in general, conſiſt of our particular 
Enemies. F 
So that, as it is one and the ſame Authori- 
ty which obliges us to forgive our Enemies 
that obliges us to forgive our particular Ene- 
mies, ſo it is one and the ſame Authority that 
obliges us to be Chriſttans, that obliges us 
alſo to communicate with that particular 
ſound part of Chriſt's Church where we live. 
There is therefore no room for this Diſtin- 
ction, to ſuppoſe, that though we may be ob- 
liged to be of Chriſt's Church, yet we are not 
obliged to be of this or that particular ſound 
part of Chriſt's Church ; it being fully as ab- 
ſurd as to ſuppoſe, that we may be obliged to 
be Chriſtians, and yet not be obliged to be 
"Dhl or en ER 
When therefore you declare, that you know 
of no Church Authority to oblige, or any 
thing to determine us to external Commu- 
nion, it will be to no purpoſe to ſay, that 
you don't mean Communion with the Church 
of Chriſt in general, but only with any par- 
ticular part of Chriſt's Church; for 1 have 
thewn that this Diſtinction is falſe, and fully 
as abſurd, as to imagine, that we may be ob- 
liged to obey Chriſt's Commands in general, 
but not be obliged to obey his particular 
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From what has been ſaid upon this Sub- 
ject, theſe following Propoſitions are plainly 
true : 

Firſt; That as our entering into any parti- 
cular part of the Church, implies our entering 
into the Church of Chriſt, or in other Words, 
our embracing Chriſtianity ; it evidently fol- 
lows, that the ſame Authority which requires 
us to embrace Chriſtzanty, requires us alſo to 
enter into that ſound part of Chriſt's Church 
where we live. 

Secondly; That this Authority does not 
ariſe from any human Laws, or the Power 
which any Men in what Station ſoever have 
over others, but is the Authority of God, 
who has inſtituted -this Church, in order to 
oblige all Mankind to enter into it. 

Thirdly ; That this Authority from God, 
may be very properly call'd Church Aut hori- 
ty, becauſe God maniteſted this Authority to 
the World by the Inſtitution of the Church, 
becauſe it began with the Church, and flow'd 
from its very Nature ; Mankind being there- 
fore obliged to enter into this Church, be- 
Su there was ſuch a Church inſtituted by 
God, | 
© Fourthly ; That this Account does not in 
the leaſt make it either unjuſt or improper 
in our ſpiritual or temporal Governours, to 
make Laws for our Conformity to this or 
that part of Chriſt's Church ; for though the 
Authority which makes it neceſſary that we 
W 
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ſhould enter into ſuch a part of Chriſt's 
Church is from God; yet this no more ex- 
cludes our Governours from requiring the ſame 
thing by their Laws, than they am excluded 
from requiring us to obſerve any mo al Du- 
ties, becauſe the ſame moral Duties are made 
neceſſary by the Authority of God. And as 
our Violation of any moral Duties that are 
commanded, both by Divine and Human 
Laws, receives an higher Aggravation, ſo the 
Guilt of oppoling any ſound part of Chriſt's 
Church is enhanc'd, by our breaking through 
the Laws both of God and Man. 6, 

Fifthly; From this Account of the Autho- 

-rity which obliges us to external Communion, 
it will be very eaſy to diſcover the Weaineſs 
and Fallacy of ſeveral of your Lordſhip's Ar- 
guments upon this Matter. 
Thus when you fay, It ic evident that 
there is no Choice of Judgment left to Chri- 
ſtitans, where there is a ſuperior Authority to 
79 oblige them; —— that in Italy, or Spain, 
or France, they are os much obliged by the 
Church Authority in Italy, Spain, or France, 
2s Chriſtians in England are obliged to a particu- 
lar external Communion in England, by any h- 
nan Authority as ſuch in England*. 

Now, my Lord, what could you have 
thought of leſs to the Purpoſe, than theſe 
Words thus put together? For does any one 
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ſay, that our Obligation to be of the Church 
of England, ariſes from any human Authority, 
as ſuch, in England? No, my Lord, if human 
Authority ſhould not only deſert the Church, 
but make the ſevereſt Laws againſt it, yet we 
ſhould be ſtill under the fame Neceſſity of 
communicating with it; becauſe that V eceſſi- 
ty is independent of hman Laws, is founded 
a * the Authority of God, and conſtantly 
obliges in the ſame Degree, let the Laws of 
the State be what they will. 

Granting therefore, my Lord, that the Hu- 
man Authority, as ſuch, in France or Spain, 
obliges the People of thoſe Kingdoms to con- 
form to thoſe Churches, as truly as the Laws 
of England oblige the People of England to 
conform to the Church of Exgland. What 


follows ? Does it follow that therefore the 


People of France or Spain are as truly ob- 
liged to Communion with the Church in thoſe 
Kingdoms, as the People of England are ob- 
liged to Communion with the Church in Eng- 
land ? No, this will by no means follow ; for 
ſince we ſhould hold the ſame Neceſſity of 
joining with the Ep:ſcopal Church in Eng- 
land, though all the human Laws in England 
ſhould forbid us, fince we allow only an ac- 
cidemal and conditional Authority in human 
Laws as they eſtabliſh any particular Reli- 
gion, it follows, that in Fance and Spain, &c. 
they ought to pay the ſame Regard to human 
Laws, and no more continue in their Church 
S etoant -—— * 


( 188 


becauſe it is eſtabliſbd, than we ought to 
leave our Church though it was Fe. any 
The ſhort is this: 

The Church Authority which obliges us to 
external Communion with any particular part 
of Chriſt's Church, is that ſame divine Autho- 
rity which calls upon us to be haptiz'd, and 
enter into Covenant with God. | 

Now if human Laws, whether of Church 
or State, ſtrike in with this Authority, then 
they oblige us, as they do in other Cafes, 
where they require us to do that, which the 
Laws of God required before; but if Hh, 


Laws, whether of Church or State, require 


us to enter into ſuch a Communion, as hath 
not the Authority of Chriſt for it, or forbid 
our joining with ſuch a Communion as is a 
true part of Chriſt's Church, ſuch Laws are 
no more to be obſerv'd, than if they had e- 
ſtabliſh'd Idolatry, or forbid the Worſhip of 
the true God. For human Laws are not ſup- 
poſed to make it our Duiy to enter into ſuch 
a Communion, but are apply'd as proper 
means to induce us to do that, which the 


Laws of God had made it our Duty to da 
before. And it is undeniably true, that tho' 


there ſhould be ever ſo many human Laws to 
command us to enter into any particular Com- 
munion, that we muſt not comply with ſuch 
Laws, unleſs it be in regard to ſuch a Com- 
munion, as it was our Duty to enter into, 
tho' no ſuch human Laws were in being. 5 


5 
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So that human Laws create no Neceſſity of 
external Communion, any more than the 
create the Neceſſity of praying to God ; but 
they may be apply'd as very proper means to 
induce People to perform the Duty of exter- 
nal Communion, and to perform the Duty of 
Prayer to God. 

The Queſtion therefore in any Country is 
not this, whether the Laws either of their 
Church or Sate require us to enter into ſuch 
a Communion, but whether it be ſuch a Com- 
munion, as it would be our Duty to enter 
into, were there no human Laws to enjoin 
it, whether it be a part of Chriſt's Church, 
which we are obliged to enter into on Pain 
of everlaſting Damnation. | 
When therefore you ſay, if the People of 
England are obliged by an human Authority, 
as ſuch, to enter into the Church of Eng- 
land, then the People of France, Spain and 
Italy, are as truly obliged by the human Au- 
thority there to enter into thoſe particular 
Communions ; you ſay exceedingly true, but 
to no more purpoſe, than if you had made 
the following Declaration. 

If the People of England are oblig'd to 
enter into Communion with the Church of 
England by any Military Authority, as ſuch ; 
then the People of France, Spain, and Italy, 
are oblig'd to Communion with the Churches 
in Spain, France, and Itah, by the Milli- 


tary Authority, as ſuch, in Spain, France, and 
Itah. 5 This, 
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This, my Lord, is as much to the Purpoſe 
as what you have ſaid; for our Obligation 
to enter into a particular Part of Chriſt's 
Church, is no more founded in any human 
Laws, as ſuch, than in any Military Autho- 
rity, as ſuch ; but is founded in the Will of 
God, who has inſtituted the Church on Earth, 
and made our Salvation depend upon our En- 
trance into it. This is the Authority which 
obliges, this is the Neceſſity which lies upon 
us, to enter into any Part of Chriſt's Church. 

It therefore you would ſhew, that in Spazr, 
or France, &c. they are under the ſame Ne- 
ceſſity of being of the Church in thoſe King- 
doms, which the People of England are of 
being Members of the Epiſcopal Church in 
England ; you ought to ſhew that the Eſta- 
bliſh'd Church in Spain, or in France, is as 
truly a ſound Part of the Church of Chriſt, 
as the Eſtabliſp'd Church in England is a 
ſound Part of the Church of Chriſt ; and that 
the way of Worſhip there, is as certain| 
that neceſſary Method of Salvation which 
Chriſt has inſtituted, as the way of Worſhip 
in the Church of England, is that neceſſary 
Method of Salvation which Chriſt has in- 
ſtituted. 5 
For this is the only Authority or Neceſſity 
Which obliges us to enter into any Church 
in any Part of the World; namely, a Neceſ- 
{ity of being Chriſtians, by entering into that 
Church which Chriſt has igſtituted ; ſo or 
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if: this ſame Church be in Spain, and France, 
and England, then there is an equal Ne- 
ceſſity of being of the Church in each 
Kingdom; but if the Church in Spain be 
not the Church which Chriſt has inſtituted, 
and the Church in England. be that Church 
which Chriſt has ixſtituted, then there is as 
great a Neceſjiy of refuſing to communicate 
with the Church in Spain, as of joining in 
Communion with the Church of England. 
This therefore being the Nature of the Au- 
thority or Neceſſily which obliges to external 
Communion, nothing can be more trifling, 
than to argue from the Neceſſity of comply- 
ing with the Church in one Kingdom, to a 
Neceſjtiy of complying with the Church in 
all ther Kingdoms; unleſs you could demon- 
. firate, that becauſe the Eſtabliſbd Church in 
one Kingdom is the true Church of Chriſt, 
therefore the Eſtabliſhd Church in every other 
Kingdom is the true Church of Chriſt, 

Yet your Lordſhip has ſpent a great many 
Pages in declaiming againſt any Authority or 
Neceſſity which can oblige People to com- 


municate with the Church of England ; be- 


cauſe then there would be the ſame Neceſſity 
that the People of Spain, and France, and 
Italy, ſhould communicate with the Church 
in thoſe Kingdoms. But I hope the moſt or- 
dinary Reader will be able to tell your Lord- 
ſhip, that there is no more good Senſe, much 
leſs Divinily, in this way of inſtructing the 

: World, 
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World, than if you had ſaid, there is ho N- 
ceſſity that the People of England ſhould be- 
lieve things which are true, becaufe then the 
People of Spain will be under the ſame Neceſſi- 
ty of believing things which are Jae; and 
again, that there is no Neceſſity that in this 
Kingdom we ſhould comply with good Laws, 
becauſe in other Kingdoms People will be un- 
der the ſame Neceſſity of complying with 
wicked Laws. | 
But to conclude this Point; I have here 
ſtated the Nature of that Authority or Neceſ- 
fity which obliges us to external Communion, 
that it does not ariſe from the Laws of any 
Men, whether in Church or Hate, but from 
the Will and Authority of Chriſt, who has in- 
ſtituted ſuch external Communion, as a neceſ- 
ſary Method of Salvation. | 
I have ſhewn alſo, that human Later, tho 
they, as ſuch, do not create a Neceſſity of 
external Communion, yet they have a very 
proper Sign ficancy, and are as uſeful in this 
Matter, as in any other Parts of our Duty. 
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Of Sincerity and Private Judgment. 
ir you ſhould here ſay, that by de- 


Communion to ariſe from human 
Laws, as ſuch, I have reſolved the 
Choice of a particular Communian into pri- 
vate Judgment. 

To this I anſwer; 


Firſt; That by entering into any particu- 


lar Communion, we are to underſtand the 
ſame thing as entering into the Church 
Chriſt, or embracing the Religion which 
Chriſt has inſtituted. 8 
Secondly; That when Chriſt came into the 

World, People were left to their choice whe- 
ther they would embrace Chriſtianity. 
Thirdly; That Chriſtianity is ſtill upon 
the ſame Terms with Mankind, and it is ſtill 
left to every one's private Judgment, whe- 
ther he will comply with the Terms of Sal- 
vation. 4 
Fourthly; That this does not deſtroy the 
Force and Obligations of Authority, or make 
it without any Effect upon the Condition of 
Men. For it does by no means follow, that 
there is uo Authority, or that there are 70 
Effect to be fear'd from ſuch Authority, be- 
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nying the Neceſſity of external 
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cauſe Men may diſown if they pleaſe. For 
to ſay there is nothing in Authority, that it 
is inſignificant and without any Effect upon 
the Condition of Men, it they may uſe their 
private Judginents; is as ridiculous as to 
jay, there is nothing in the Happineſs of 
Heaven, or Torments of Hell; that they 
can have 0 Effet upon the Condition of 
Men, becauſe Men may judge of theſe things 
as they pleaſe. 255 
Fifthly; There is a Choice of Judgment 
left to us in every Part of our Du 3 
Whether we will believe a God, 
Whether we will worſhip him, 
Whether we will believe in Jeſs Chrift, 
Whether we will acknowledge a World to 
come, | | 
Whether we will believe there is ſuch a 
Place as Hell. | | 
And now, my Lord, is there uo Authority 
for theſe things, becauſe we are not forc'd to 
believe them againſt our Judgments? Have 
thoſe who refus'd to believe in Chriſt, no- 
thing to fear from his Authority, becauſe he 
appeal'd to their Reaſon, and left them to de- 
termine tor themſelves? Is there no Autbo- 
rity for the Torments of Hell, or nothing to 
be fear'd from that Authority by thoſe who 
deny there is any ſuch Place. 5 
Nou if there can be an Authority in theſe 
Matters, 'tho' the Uſe of private Judgment 
is allow'd in theſe ſame Matters, if this Au- 
2s = thority 
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thority will condemn thoſe who acted con- 
trary to it; then it is certain that there may 
be an Authority or Neceſſity which obliges us 
to be of ſuch a particular Religion, tho' the 
Exerciſe of our private Judgment is ailow'd in 
the Choice of our Religion; and that we 
may have as much to fear from acting con- 
trary to ſuch Authority, tho' by following 
our own Opinions, as they have who act 
contrary to the Will of God in any other Re- 
ſpect, tho' by following their own Opinions. 

So that an Authority or Neceſſity which obli- 
ges us to be of this or that particular Commu- 
nion, that is, particular Religion, is as con- 
ſiſtent with the Exerciſe of private Fudg- 
ment, as the Neceſlity of believing a God, 
and worſhipping him, is conſiſtent with the 
Exerciſe of our private Judgment. 

And if you will fay, there is an end of all 
Authority, if Men may chuſe one Commu- 
nion before another; you muſt alſo ſay, that 
it Men might conſider whether they ſhould fol- 
low Chriſt, then there was an end of all Au- 
thority in Chriſt over them. | 

And again; It Men may reaſon and con- 
ſider whether there be a God, or Providence, 
then there is an end of all Neceſſity of be- 
lieving either a God, or Providence. 

If they may conſider whether the Scriptures 
are the Word of God, or any particular Do- 
ctrines be contain'd in Scripture, then there 
is an end of all Neceſſity of believing the 
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Scriptures to be the Word of God, or of be- 
lieving any particular Doctrines to be con- 
tain'd in Scripture. 

If they may conſider and examine whether 
any particular Religion comes from God, 
then there is an end of all Neceſſity of recei- 
ving any particular Religion from God. 
All this Reaſoning is full as juſt, as to con- 
clude that there is an end of all Authority to 
oblige People to any particular Communion, 
if they may conſider the Excellency of one 
.Communion above another, which is what 
you over and over declare. 

Now, my Lord, let us ſuppoſe, that the 
Queſtion was, whether it be neceſſary to be- 
| lieve the Scriptures to be the Word of God: 
Would it not become every honeſt Man not 
only to aſſert this Neceſſity, but to ſhew 
wherein it is founded, and explain to every 
one that Authority which calls upon us to re- 
ceive the Scriptures as the Word of God, and 
which will ifs up in Judgment againſt us, if 
neglected. 


And what might we not juſtly think of 


him, who, inſtead of ſhewing the Authority 
or Neceſſity which obliges us to receive the 
Scriptures as the Word of God, ſhould deli- 
ver himſelf in this manner? 
% You are Reaſoning whether there be a- 
« ny Authority or Neceſſity which obliges 
© you to receive the Scriptures as the Word 
* of God, Whereas your very Reaſoning 
| | S upon 
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& upon this Matter, ſhews there is no Neceſ- 
« ſity or Authority to which you are obliged 
« to ſubmit. For ſince you are allow'd to 
cc reaſon and enquire whether this be neceſ- 
tc ſary, it is certain, there's an end of all Au- 
cc thority or . Neceſſity to oblige you to re- 


AN 


« ceive the Scriptures as the Werd of God; 
« and it you do but {ſincerely follow your 
« own private Perſuaſions, you are entitled 
ce to the ſame Degrees of God's Favour, whe- 
ther you receive the Scriptures as his Word 
or not. TONE En 

Now, my Lord, thus it is that you have 
inſtructed the World in relation to the Au- 
thority which obliges us to external Commu- 
mon. | 55 


The Queſtion is, whether there be any Au- 


thority which obliges us to any particular 


external Communion. _ + 


Now, my Lord, what has any one to do in 


this Diſpute, but to ſhew whether Chriſt has 
inſtituted external Communion, or. not? For 
on this alone muſt the Neceſſity of it depend. 
And if it appears that external Communion 
be inſtituted by our Saviour as a Method of 
Salvation, then it will follow that we fare un- 


der a Neceſſity, as we hope for Salvation, of 


being in that particular Method or Manner 
of external Communion, which Chriſt has in- 
ſtituted; ſo that unleſs it can be ſhewn that 
all pretended Chriſtian Communions, are as 


truly that Method, or particular Communion 


O 3 Which 
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which Chriſt has inſtituted, as any other 
Communion is; it muſt be as neceſſary to 
be in ſome one particular Communion, as tis 
neceſſary to obey Chriſt ; and as dangerous to 
join in ſome other Communions, as tis dan- 


gerous to deſpiſe his Authority. 


But now your Lordſhip, inſtead of conſi- 


dering what external Communion is inſtituted, 


and what Neceſſity ariſes from ſuch Inſtitu- 
tion, or where we may find fuch external 


| Communion, amongſt the many pretended 


Chriſtian Communions, has wholly paſs'd o- 
ver this Point, and determin'd the Queſtion, 
by telling us, that ſince we are allow'd the 


Uſe of our Reaſon in the Choice of Religion, 
it matters not what Authority we oppoſe ei- 


ther of God or Man, and that there can be 
no Neceſſity of our being of any particular 
Communion, but where our private Judgment 
ſincerely directs us. TFE 
Thus you ſay; If the Excellency of one 
Communion above another may be regarded, 
then there is an end of all human Authority 
to oblige us to one 8 external Com- 
munion*. And to ſhew that you can as ea- 
ſily deſtroy all Divine Authority or Neceſſity 
of any particular Communion, or Religion, 
you tell us, that our Title to God's Favour 
cannot depend upon our actual being or con- 
tinuing in any particular Method, but upon 


— 
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our real Sincerity*, So that here the Since- 
rity of private Judgment as effectuall de- 
ſtroys all divine Authority and Neceſfay of 
any particular Communion or Religion, as it 
deſtroys that which is human; and we are 


render'd as happy and as high in the Favonr 


of God for breaking his Laws, as if we had 
obſerved them. EEE 4 
For here it is proved that there is no Ne- 
ceſſity of any particular. Communion or Reli- 
gion, not becauſe there is none inſtituted by 
God, but becauſe, whether inſtituted or not, 
our ſincere Perſuaſion will equally juſtify us, 
whether it complies with or oppoſes ſuch In- 
{titution. . 5 X 
But to proceed. 3 
I ſhall now ſhew how this Doctrine of 
yours of Sincerity expoſes all the Terms of 
Salvation as deliver'd in Scripture. | 
In the Scripture we find that Baptiſm is 
made à Term of Salvation, but if Sincerity 
Without Baptiſm be as certain a Title to the 
Favour of God, as Sncerity with Baptiſm, 
then it is plain, that xt to be baptiz'd, is as 
much a Condition or Term of Salyation, as 
Baptiſm is a Term of Salvation. For, if 
Baptiſm with Sincerity, was more 4 Term qr 
Condition of God's Favour, than ne Baptiſu 


2 
z 
4 


with Sincerity, then it is certain that it is not 


Sincerity alone that procures the Favour 


—— 4 
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God: And it is as certain, that if Sincerity 
alone procures us the Favour of God, then 
Baptiſm is no more a Term of Salvation, than 
the Refuſal of Baptiſm is a Term of Salva- 
tion. So that this Doctrine makes Baptiſm 
and the Refuſal of Baptiſm either equally 
Terms, or equally no Terms of Salvation; e- 
qually advantagious, or equally inſigniſi- 
cant, „ 

When therefore our Bleſſed Saviour ſays, 
that except we are baptized we cannot enter 
into the Kingdom of God”, and he that is not 
baptized ſhall be damned ; according to this 
Doctrine of yours, we may alſo ſay juſt the 
contrary, that except we refuſe Baptiſm we 
cannot enter into the Kingdom of God ; and 
he that is baptized ſhall be damned. 

This, my Lord, is very ſhocking ; but I 
Mall eaſily ſhew that theſe Aſſertions are as 
proper and as juſt, as the contrary Aſſertions, 
if your Doctrine of Sincerity be right. 
For, ſince your Doctrine puts the ſincere 
Acceptance and the ſincere Refuſal of Bap- 
tiſm upon the ſame Foot as to the Favour of 
| God, there can be no more Danger in ſincere- 
ly refuſing Baptiſm, than in ſincerely accept- 
ing of Baptiſm. Now if there is no more 
Danger in the one Practice than in the other, 
it muſt be plain to the moſt ordinary Under- 
ſtanding, that it is as juſt and proper to de- 
VCC 
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clare 
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clare one Practice dangerous as the other ; 
that is, it muſt be as proper to ſay, he that 5s 
baptized ſhall be damm'd, as to ſay, he that is 
not baptized ſhall be damn dd. 
Now I know your Lordſhip cannot, upon 
theſe Principles, ſnew, that it is more dange- 
rous to wie Baptiſm ſincerely, than to re- 
ceive Baptiſm ſincerely ; and ſo long as this is 
granted, you muſt allow that it is as juſt to fix 
danger upon Baptiſm it ſelf, as upon the want 
of Baptiſm. And conſequently all your Rea- 
ſonings upon this Subject are one continued 
Cenſure upon our Bleſled Saviour's Doctrine in 
relation to Baptiſm, which according to your 
Notions, is only as juſt and proper, as the 
quite contrary would have been. 43 
Again, our Saviour tells us, that except Tae 
eat the Fleſh of the Son of Man, and drink his 
Blood, wwe have no Life in us*, 
Here we ſee the eating the Fleſh and drin- 
ing the Blood of the Son of Man is an inſni- 
tuted Term of Salvation, and inſiſted upon by 
our Saviour ; but if your Doctrine be true, we 
may as well declare the contrary to be a Term 
of Salvation, and ſay, except we ſincerely re- 
Fule to eat the Fleſh and drink the Blood of the 
Son of Man, we have no Life in us. | 
For, my Lord, if Sincerity in refiſing to 
eat this'Fleſh, be the ſame Title to God's Fa- 
your that the eating of it with Sincerity is, 
— — — — nmr nmr 
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it is plain, there is no more Advantage in eat- 


ing, than in not eating; and conſequently it 
is as well to ſay, that except we es eat- 
ing the Fleſh of the Son of Man we have no 
Life in us, as to ſay, that except we eat the 
Fleſh of the Son of Man we have no Life in 
us, there being plainly from this Doctrine, no 
more Danger in forbearing to eat, than in 
eating; nor any more Neceſſity of eating, 
than of forbearing to eat, ſince both theſe 
Practices are equally good and ad vantagious 
with Sincerity, and equally bad and inſignificant 
without it. e 

And now, my Lord, let the World judge, 
whether you could have thought of Doctrine 
more contradictory to the expreſs Words of 
our Saviour, and all the inſtituted Terms of 


Salvation, than this of yours about Sincerity, 


which makes it no more neceſſary to obſerve 


the inſtituted Terms of Salvation, than to 


break them ; and which alſo makes it as pro- 


per, to declare it as dangerous to obſerve fuch 


Inſtitutions, as to reject them. This I have 
ſhewn particularly in Baptiſm, where your Do- 
ctrine makes it as proper to ſay, he that 5 
baptiz'd ſhall be damn'd, as to K „that he 
who is not baptiz'd ſhall be damn d; and in 
the ſame manner does it contradict and con- 
found the Scriptures, and make the contrary 
to every Inſtitution as much a Means of Salva- 
tion, as the Inſtitution itſelt. 


Your 


(203) 

Your Lordſhip has given us a Demonſira- 
tion, as you call it, that your Doctrine of 
Sincerity and private ef gu is right. 

Thus you ask; What is it that juſtify'd 
the Proteftants -- --- in ſetting up thetr own 
- Biſhops? Mas it, that the Popiſh Doctrine 
Were attually corrupt, or that the Prote- 


ſtauts were perſuaded in their own Conſci- 


ences, that they were ſo? The latter with- 
out doubt. And then comes your Demon- 
ſtration, in this manner; take away from 
them this Perſuaſion, and they are ſo far 
from being juſtified, that they are conderin'd 
for their Departure; give them this Perſua- 
fiom again, they are condemn'd if they do not 
ſeparate*. | 

You want to be ſhewn the Fallacy in this 
Demonſtration, which I hope I ſhall ſhew to 
your Satisfaction. os 

It is granted, that Corruption in Religion 
is no Juſt fication of thoſe who leave it, un- 
leſs they are perſuaded of that Corruption. 
It is alſo granted, that they who are fully 
perſuaged that a Religion is ſinful, are oblig'd 
to ſeparate from it, though it ſhould not be 


ſinful. But then it does by no means fol- 


low, that they who leave a fr, Religion, and 
they who leave a falſe Religion, through 
their particular Perſurſcons, are ' equally juſti- 
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fied, or have an equal Title to the ſame De- 
gree of God's Favour. 

Here lies the great Fallacy in this Argu- 
ment, that you uſe the ſame Word (vs. ju- 
ſifted) in relation to both theſe People in the 
very ſame Senſe; whereas if they are juſti- 
fed, (if this Word muſt be uſed) it is in a ve- 

; ry different Senſe and different Meaſure, and 
are not entitled to the ſame Degree of God's 
Favour. Now, a Fallacy in this Point deſtroys 
the whole Demonſtration, for the Queſtion 
wholly turns upon this Point, whether they 
who are ſincere in a true Religion, and the 
who are ſincere in a falſe Religion, are equa 
ly juſtified and entitled to the ſame Degrees 
of God's Favour, | 
This very Thing was objected to you by 
the learned Committee, who ſaid, that an er- 
roneous Conſcience was never, till now, al- 
low'd wholly 10 juſtify Men in their Er- 
rors*, | 3 
To which you have no better Anſwer tq 
nake than this, That it muſt either juſtiſy 
4 or not juſtiſj them, it muſt either 
wholly juſtify them, or not juſtify them at 
_— | 
My Lord, I ſuppoſe a Man is juſtify'd by 
his living ſoberly, righteouſly and godlily in 
this preſent World. I ask therefore, does his 


— 
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living ſoberly juſtify him wholly, or does it 
not juſtify him at all? If it juſtifies him 
wholly, then there is no occaſion of his living 
righteonſly and godlily; if it does not juſtity 
him at all, then there is no need of his living 
ſoberly. 

Your Anſwer to the Committee has juſt as 
much Senſe or Divinity in it, as there is in 
this Argument. 

Here I muſt defire, that it may be obſerv'd, 
that the Queſtion is, not whether Sincerity 
in any Rehgion, does not recommend us to 
the Favour of God, but whether we are en- 
titled to the ſame Degrees of God's Favour, 
whether we are ſincere in a true or falſe way 
of Worſhip. 

I ſhall therefore farther conſider this 
Point. 

Firſt ; If true and right Religion hath a- 
ny thing in-its own Nature to recommend us 
to God, then Sincerity in this true and right 
Religion muſt recommend us Mere to God, 
than Sincerity in a falſe and wrong Religi- 
on; becauſe we have a Recommendation 
from our Religion, as well as from our Sin- 
cerity in it. For Inſtance; if it be in any 
Degree in the World more acceptable to God, 
that we ſhould follow Chriſt, than Maho- 
met, our Sincerity in following Chriſt muſt 
recommend us to juſt ſo-much more of God's 
Favour, than our Sincerity in following Ma- 
bomet ; as it is more acceptable to him that 


we 
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we ſhould follow one than the other. Now 


to ſay that true and right Religion has no- 


thing in its own Nature to recommend us to 
God, is ſaying, that things true and right 
are no more acceptable to God, than things 
falſe and wrong; but as it would be Blaſ- 
phemy to ſay this, ſo it is very little leſs, to 
ſay, that Sincerity in a falſe and wrong Re- 
ligion is juſt the _ Juſtification or Re- 
commendation to the Favour of God, that 
Sincerity in the true and right Religion is. 
Farther; The whole End and Deſign of 
Religion, is, to recommend us to the Favour 
of God. If therefore we can ſuppoſe a Reli- 
gion inſtituted by God, which does no more, 
as ſuch, recommend us to the Favour of God, 
than a Religion invented by Men or Devils, 


as ſuch, recommends us to the Favour of God, 


then we muſt alſo ſuppoſe, that God has 
inſtituted a Religion which does not at all 


anſwer the general End and D-ſign of Reli- 


gion, 71%. the recommending us to the Fa- 
vour of God. 

Unleſs therefore we will prophanely de- 
clare, that God has inſtituted a Religion, 


- which, as ſuch, does us no Service, nor any 


better promotes the general End of Religion, 

than any corrupt {xventions of Men, we 

muſt affirm, that Sincerity in his Religion 

will entitle us to greater Degrees of his Fa- 

ws than Sincerity in a Religion not from 
im. 
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Secondly ; If there be any real Excel- 
lency or Goodneſs in one Religion which is 
not in another, then it is certain, that Since- 
rity does not equally juſtify us in any Reli- 
gion; and on the contrary, it is as certain, 
that if Sincerity in any Religion does entitle 
us to the ſame Degrees of God's Favour, then 
there is no ſuch thing as any real Excellency 
or (oodneſs in one Religion, which is not in 
another, 

When you was charg'd with deſtroying all 
Difference between Religions by this Ac- 
count of Sincerity, you retreat to an Anſwer 
as weak as could poſſibly have been thought 
of. Thus you ay M hat I ſaid about pri- 
vate Perſuaſion relates to the Juſtification of 
the Man before God, and not to the Excel- 

ency of one Comminion above another, which 
it leaves juſt as it found it *. 

Here, my Lord, you ſuppoſe that one Re- 
ligion may very much exceed another Reli- 
gion in Goodneſs and Excellency, and yet 
that this Goodneſs and Excellency has nothing 
to do with the Juſtification of Perſons ; for 

ou ſay, you was not ſpeaking of the Excel- 
— of one Communion above another, but of 
what relates to the Juſtiſication of a Man, Gr. 
which plainly ſhews that you don't allow 
the Excellency of Religion to have any thing 
to do with the Juſtification of Men; for if 
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you did, it muſt have been neceſſary to ſpeak 
of the Excellency of one Religion above ano- 
ther, when you was ſpeaking of what it is 
which juſtifies a Man before God: 
Now, my Lord, to grant that there is an 
Excellency and Codu in ſome Religion, 
and yet exclude this excellent ahd good Re- 
ligion, from having any more in it to juſtify 
and recommend us to the Favour of God, than 
what is to be found in any other Religion leſs 


excellent; is juſt as good Senſe, as to allow, 


that ſome Food is much more excellent and 
proper than other Food; and yet exclude this 
ay excellent proper Food, from having any 
thing in it to preſerve Health and Strength, 
more than in any other Food. 

For the Goodneſs and Excellency of Reli- 


gion, is as truly a relative Goodneſs and 


Excellehcy, as the Goodneſs and Excellency 
of Food is a relative Goodneſs and Excel- 
lency. And as that Food can only be ſaid to 
be better than another Food, becauſe it has 
a better Effect upon the Body than any other 
Food; ſo that Religion can only be ſaid to 
be better than another, becauſe it raiſes us 
higher in the Favour of God than any other 
Religion. 5 

It is therefore moſt certain, that if any 
one Religion can be ſaid to be better than 
another, it muſt be, becauſe one Religion 
may be of more Advantage to us than ano- 


ther. | 
3 For 


= 


f „„ 
For as Religion in general is good, becauſe 
it does us good, and brings us into Favour 
with God; ſo the palicular Excellency and 
Coodneſs of any Religion, muſt conſiſt in 
this, that it does us a mcre particular Good, 
and raiſes us to higher Degrees of God's Fa- 
vour, than a leſs excellent Religion would 
have done. 

So that when your Lordſhip talks of the 
Excellency of one Religion above another, as 
having nothing in it, as ſuch, to recom- 


mend us to 9% Degrees of God's Favour, 


or effect our Juſtiſication; it is fully as ab- 
ſurd, as to ſay, that tho' one kind of Learn- 
ing may be more excellent than another kind 
of Learning, yet no Men are more excellent 
or valuable for having one kind of Learning 
than another. 5 

For as no kind of Learning can be ſaid to 


be peculiarly excellent, but becauſe it gives 


ſome peculiar Excellency to thoſe who are 
Maſters of it; ſo no kind of Religion can 
be ſaid to be more excellent than another, 
unleſs thoſe who profeſs it, reap ſome Ad- 
vantage from it, which is not to $ had from 
a Religion leſs excellent. . 

From all this, it appears, firſt, that there 
can be no ſuch thing, as any Goodneſs or Ex- 
cellency in one Religion above another, but 
as it procures a peculiar Good and Advantage 
to thoſe who profeſs it. 


p Secondly ; 
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Secondly ; That your Lordſhip can allow 
no other Goodneſs or Excellency in Religion, 
even from your own expreſs Words, but what 
implies as great an Abſurdity, as to allow of 
good Food, good Learning, or good Advice, 
which can do no body any good at all. 

For ſince you expreſsly exclude the Good- 
neſs or Excellency of any Religion from ha- 
ving any part in recommending us to the Fa- 
vour of God, and will only allow it to carry 
us fo far, as Sincerity in a worſe Religion 
will carry us; it is certain, that this good 
and exce Religion, is juſt as good as 
that, which does us no good at all. | 

So that whether you will yet own that 
you have deſtroy'd all the difference betwixt 
Religions, or not, I can't tell; yet I imagine 
every one will ſee that you have only left 
ſuch a Goodneſs in one Religion above ano- 

ther, as can do no body any good at all. 
The ſhort is this; If you will own there 
1s no Excellency in one Religion above ano- 
ther, then you are guilty of making Chriſt;- 
anity no better than Mae but if 
you will acknowledge a Goodneſs and Ex- 
cellency in one Religion above another, and 
yet contend that it is Sincerity alone, which 
does us any Good, or recommends us to the 
Favour of God, in all Religions alike ; this is 
as abſurd, as to ſay, ſuch a thing is much bet- 
ter for us than any other thing, and yet aſſert, 
that any other thing will do us as much good as 
that. : I have, 
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1 have, I hope, ſufficiently confuted your 
Doctrine of Sincerity, from the Nature of 
Religion. I ſhall now in a word or two ex- 
amine it farther, by conſidering the Nature 
of Private Perſuaſion, which can do all theſe 
mighty things. | 

And, firſt, I deny that Perſuaſion was the 
only thing . which juſtify'd the Proteſtants, or 
which recommends People to the Favour of 
God in the Choice of a Religion; and that, 
becauſe if their private Perſuaſin was 
founded in Pride, Prejudice, worldly Inte- 
reſt, or any thing, but the real Truth, and 
the Juſtice of the Cauſe, then their pr/vate 
Perſuaſion did not juſtify then: before God; 
nor had they, upon this Suppoſition, ſo good 
a Title to his Favour, as thole who did not 
reform. 

If you ſay, that Perſons cannot be ſincere 
in their Perſuaſions, who are influenc'd b 
Pride, or Prejudice, or any falſe Motive. 
To this I anſwer ; 

Firſt; That according to your own Prin- 
_ Ciples, that Man is to be eſteem'd fincere, 
who thinks himſelf to be ſincere. For, as 


it is a firſt Principle with you, that a Man 


is juſtify d in point of Religion, not becauſe 
he obſerves what in its own Nature is true 
and rigit Religion, but becauſe he obſerves 
that which he thinks to be true and right 
Religion; ſo according to this Principle a 


Man is to be accounted ſincere, not becauſe 
| P 2 he 
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he acts up to true and juſt Principles of Sin- 
cerity, but becauſe he thinks in his own 
Mind, that he does act up to ſuch juſt and 
true Principles of Sincerity. So that, my 
Lord, Sincerity it ſeems is as truly a private 
Perſuaſion, as Religion is a private Perſua- 
ſion; and therefore any one may as eaſily 
think himſelf truly ſincere, and yet not have 
true Sincerity, as he may think himſelf in 
the true Religion, and yet not be in the true 
Religion. 

Unleſs therefore you will maintain, that a 
Perſon who is miſtaken in his Hiucerity, and 
miſtaken in his Religion too, who hath nei- 
ther true Religion, or true Sincerity, hath as 
good a Title to the Favour of God, as he 
who is truly ſincere, and in a true Religi- 
on, you muſt give up this Carſe of Sincerity. 
For it is demonſtrable from your own Prin- 
ciples, that any one may as often happen to 
be miſtaken in his Sincerity, and take that 
for Sinceritiy which is not Sincerity, as he 
may be miſtaken in his Religion, and take 
that for Religion which is not Religion. 

And conſequently it is as reaſonable to 
talk of ſincere Perſons, who are influenc'd by 
wrong Moti ves, as to talk of Perſons being 
1% in Religion, who live in a falſe Re- 

ion. 

80 that, my Lord, this is the Reſult of 
your Doctrine, that Perſons neither tri ſin- 
cere, nor in the true Religion, are yet eye 
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tled to the ſame Degrees of God's Favour, 
with thoſe who are truly ſincere in the true 
Religion. | 
The {hort is this, according to a Maxim of 
your own, you are oblig'd to acknow.edge 
that Man to be ſincere, who thinks hintſelt 
to be ſincere; becauſe you ſav a Man is to 
be eſteem'd Religious, not becauſe he practiſes 
true Religion, but becauſe he 7hinks he pra- 
ctiſes true Religion; therefore you mult ſay, 
that a Man is ſincere, not becauſe he is ft 
fincere, but becauſe he thinks himſelf to be 
fincere, 

It is alſo as poſſible and as likely for a Muy 
to be miſtaken in thoſe things which conſti- 
tute true Sincerity, as in thoſe things which 
conſtitute true Religion. 

And therefore if this Sincerity be the on- 
ly and the ſame Title to God's Favour in any 
Religion, it follows, that Sincerity, tho” in- 
fluenc'd by falſe Motives, and in a falſe way 
of Worſhip, is as acceptable to God, as a fin- 
cere Perſuaſion govern'd by right Motives in 
a true and inſtituted way of Worſhip. 

So that all the fine things which you have 
ſaid of Sincerity, as implying in it all which 
is rational and excellent, are come to no— 
thing; and you are as ſtrictly oblig'd to al- 
low that Man to be /incere who miſtakes the 
Grounds and Principles of tne Sincerity, 
becauſe he thinks himſelf to be ſincere, as to 
allow that Perſon to be juſtify'd in his Reli- 

2 gion, 
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pion, who miſtakes the true Religion, becauſe 


he thinks himſelf in the true Religion, 


So that it is not Vncerity as it contains all 
that is rational and excellent which alone 
juſtifies, but as it may be an zdle, vain, 
Whin:fical Perſuaſion, in which People think 
them ſelves in the right. This Perſuaſion, 
tho' founded in the Follies, Paſſions and Pre- 
judices of human Nature, conſecrates every 
Way of Worſhip, and makes the Man thus 
perſuaded as acceptable to God, as he who 
through a right uſe of his Reaſon, ſerves God 
in that Method which he has iuſtituted. 

I thall end this Point with only this Ob- 
ſervation, that however hearty a Friend you 
may be to the Chriſtian Religion your ſelf, 
this I dare ſay, that the heartieſt Enemy it 
has, will thank you for thus defending it. 


And they who wiſh all the Diſtinction be- 


twixt Religions confounded, and maintain that 
we have nothing to hope or fear but from our 
own Perſuaſions, are the only Perſons who 
can call you their proper Defender. 


of 
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FCC 
Of the Reformation. 


Proceed now in a Word or two to 
A ſhew, that the Neceſſity of Com- 
| N munion with any particular Church, 
and the Effects of Excommunication, 
are perfectly conſiſtent with the Principles of 
the Reformation. | 
' You ſay, If there be a Church Authority 
to oblige People to external Communion --- - - 
I beg to know how can the Reformation itſelf 
be juſified.-- --- For there was then an Or- 
der of Church-men, veſted with all fpiritual , 
Aut horit) - = - - there was therefore a Church *© 
Authority to oblige Chriſtians, a Power of 
ſome over Others. What was it therefore 
to which we owe this very Church of Eng- 
land“? | 
To this it may be anſwer'd, | 
Firſt ; That this Argument proceeds upon 
a fatſe Suppoſition, namely, tnat it is the 
Laws of any Men, which obliges us to ex- 
ternal Communion. Which I have already 
ſhewn to be as falſe, as to ſuppoſe that it is 
the Laws of any Men which oblige us to be 
Chriſtians. | 3 


— 
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Secondly ; That there may be a veal and a 
reat Authority which obliges us to external 
na, tho' this Authority be not found- 
ed in any human Laws, for there is as real 
and apparent an Authority for Baptiſm, and 
the Sipper of the Lord, and other Parts of 
external Communion, as if they were the ex- 


— 


preſs Matter of any human Laws. 


* 


Thirdly; That the Laws of Men in this 
Affair of Religion, are of the ſame Obliga- 
tion and Foice that they are in other Mat- 
ters. If they command Things indifferent, 
they are to be obey'd for the Authority of 
the Command; if they enjoin Things in their 
own Nature good, the Neceſſity of Obedience 
is greater; but if they command Things un- 
lawful, we are not to comply, but obey God 

Fourthly; The Queſtion therefore at the 
Reformation was not whether the Laws of 
the Pope or the Prince were on the ſide of 
the Church of Rome, but whether that Faith 
and thoſe Inſtitu'io95 which conſtitute the 
Chriſtian Religion was with the Reformers, 


or with the Papiſts. For the Church Autho- 


rity which obliged them then, and which ob- 
liges us now to external Communion, was not 
an Authority which obliged them to comply 
with any mumber of Bithops, or any State 


Laibe, but to enter into Communion with 
that Biſhop or Biſhops who obſerved that way 
pf Worltip which Chriſt had inſtituted, The 
7 9 SLICE 2k 88 181 1 ah '  Necel- 
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Neceffity of being in external Communion, 
does not oblige us to be in Communion with 
the Pope or any Number of Biſhops as ſuch, 
whoſe Authority we may happen to be born 
under, but it oblrges us to be in that Com- 
munion which is that Way or Method of Sal- 
vation which Chriſt has inſtituted. 

So that though we {ſhould grant, that at the 
Reformation we broke through the human 
Laws of the Church which required us to 
continue in Communion with the Church 
of Rome, it will by no means follow that we 
broke through that Authority which obliges 
us to external Communion, becauſe that Au- 
thority is not founded in any human Laws, 
but is the Authority of Chriſt, requiring us to 
obſerve all thoſe things which conſtitute ex- 
ternal Communion. For as it is the Autho- 
rity of Chriſt which obliges us to be Chri- 
ſtiaus, ſo that ſame Authority obliges us to 
enter into that Communion where the Hiſti- 
tutions and Faith of Chriſt are preſerved. 

When therefore you ſay, if Church Autho- 
rity (meaning human Laws) be a ſ:fficient 
Obligation upon them to determine them, then 
aur Fore-fathers ought not in Conſcience to have 
ſeparated from the Church of Rome *. 

This, my Lord, is no more to the Purpoſe 
than if you had faid, if the King of France 
has a Right to be obey'd all aver Europe, 
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then all over Europe they ought in Conſcience 
to obey him. | | 

For ſince it 1s neither pretended nor al- 
low'd, that human Laws are a ſuffictent Ob- 
ligation to external Communion, to argue 
from this Suppolition is as foreign to the Pur- 
poſe, as to ſuppoſe that the King of France 
was Governour of all Europe. RP 

The next Step you take is alſo very extra- 
ordinary, where having rejected human Au- 
thority from being a ſufficient Obligation to 
external Communion, you thus proceed ; but 
if Men are their own N by the Laws of 
God and of Chriſt in this Matter ; if they have 
a Right to uſe their Judgment and be deter- 
mind by it -- then here is a Juſtification of 
the Ref:rmation, and particularly of the Pro- 
teſtant Church of England *. 

The moſt complaiſant Juſtification, my 
Lord, that could poſſibly have been thought 
of, becauſe it as peculiarly juſtifies all the E- 
nemies of the Church of England, of what 
kind ſoever, as it juſtifies the Proteſtant Church 
of England. . | | 

For your Argument proceeds thus ; if there 
be no human Authority to which we are ab- 
ſolutely obliged to ſubmit, but haye a Right 
to uſe our own Judgments, then the Refor- 
mation is juſtified. Here we ſee the Doctrines 
of the reform'd Church are not taken into the 


— 
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Queſtion ; the is not ſaid to be juſtified, as 
being a true Church, or as preſerving thoſe 
Orders and Inſtitutions, which conſtitute the 
true Church ; but is juſtified, becauſe Men 
may ule their Reaſon, and not enter into any 
Communion which human Laws have ha 
pen'd to eſtabliſh. Now if we of the Church 
of England are juſtified in the Choice of our 
Religion, becauſe no human Laws have an 
abſolute Power to oblige us to be of any par- 
ticular Religion, then all People, whether Pa- 
piſts or Proteſtants, whether Quakers, Rant- 
ers, Jews, Turks and Infidels, are equally 
juſtified in the Choice of their particular 
Ways of Worſhip, becauſe human Laws 
have not an abſolute Power to oblige them to 
be of any particular Religion. So that tho! 
you call this a Juſtification of the Proteſtant 
Church of England, you might as juſtly have 
call'd it a Juſtification of Ouakers, Fes, 
Turks and Infidels For it is as truly a Juſti- 
fication of every one of them, as it is a Juſtifi- 
cation of the Church of England. : 
But to proceed, COTE; 

How comes it, my Lord, that the Refor- 
mation is july a becauſe People may uſe 
their Reaſon, and are not under a Neceſſity 
from human Laws of being of this or that 
Church 2 Why muſt the Reformation be right 
and juſt, becauſe human Laws are not ſuffi- 
cient to hinder a Reformation, Is there no 
other Authority that can make any * 

FR 
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Religion neceſſary, becauſe human Authority 
cannot? May it not be our Duty to be ot 
this Communion, and a JH to enter into ano- 
ther Communion, tho' human Laws as ſuch 
cannot make the one a Duty, or the other a 
Sin? Does Baptiſm, the Supper of the 
Lord, and a Belief in Jeſus Chriſt, ceaſe to 
be ay ina becauſe that Neceſſity does not 
ariſe from human Laws ? 250) 

Now it Things may be neceſſary to Salva- 
tion, though they are not made fo by humaz 
Authority, then it is no 3 of the 
Reformation to ſay, that the Reformers might 
| ule their Reaſon, and not chuſe that Religion 
; which human Laws commanded them to 
chuſe ; this will be no Juſtification, till it ap- 
pears, that they choſe that Religion which 
the Authority of God required them to chuſe. 

For it would be * to ſay People are 
juſtify'd for having ſuch a ſort of Baptiſm, 
becauſe the Neceſſity of Baptiſm does not ariſe 
from hwnan Laws. Yet this is as good Senſe, 
as to ſay, ſuch a People are juſtify in then 
Religion, becauſe no Religion is made neceſ- 
ſary by human Laws. For as they are only 
juſtify'd in Point of Baptiſm, or obſerve 
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ſuch Baptiſm, as the Authority of God has ap- 
peinted, ſo are they only juſtify'd in their 
Religion, who enter into that Religion which 
the Authority of God has nſiituted. 

But your Lordihip has no ſooner ſhewn that 
human Authority, as ſuch, cannat oblige us 
. may | 55 
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to be of any particular Religion, but you 
preſently congratulate your Readers upon an 
entire Freedom from all Authority inReligion, 
and without once mentioning that the Refor- 
mation is right and juſt, becauſe of the Or- 
ders, Doctrine or Inſtitutions, which it main- 
tains; you ſay it is juſtify'd for ſuch a Rea- 
ſon, as juſtifies in an equal Degree every Re- 
lision, and every Change of Religion in the 
World. You have ſo far juſtify'd it, as to 
Thew that it is as well to be of it, as of any 
other Church ; and as well to be of any other 
Church, as of it. 

Who would not think, my Lord, that the 
inſtituted Terms of Salvation had ſomethin 
to do with the Juſtification of Chriſtians ? 
Yet you can juſtify People without any re- 
gard to them. Who would not think that a 
Religion is unjuſtifiable, if it is contrary to the 
Religion inſtituted by Chriſt 2 Yet your Lord- 
{hip has juſtify'd all Changes in Religion, 
without any regard to the Inſtitutions of 
Chriſt, ſolely for this Reaſon, becauſe Men 
may uſe their own Judgment, and not ſubmit 
to the Laws of Men, as ſuch, in the Choice 
of Religion. As if becauſe they are not to 
be altogether govern'd by the Commands of 
Mex in the Choice of a Religion, neither are 
they to be determin'd by the Authority of 
God, or any more ty'd down to his Inſtitu- 
trons, than to human Laws. Who would 
« DB think 


„„ 
think that no Change in Religion is dangerous 
becauſe Religion is only inſtituted by God, 
and has his Authority to make it neceſlary ? 
Yet your Lordſhip baniſhes all Danger from 
every Change of Religion, and pronounces 
the ſame Safety in every Opinion, becauſe 
People are under no abſolute human Autho- 
rity. 

1 is dhe ſurprizing, after all this, to ſee 
your Lordſhip breaking out into paſſionate 
Expreſſions for the Cauſe of the Reformation, 
and ſo often declaring that it is for the ſake 
of the Reformation that you have taken ſo 
much Pains, and with ſo much Pleaſure, in 
your late Writings. 

Now it ſeems your Adverſaries have under- 
min'd the very Foundations of the reformed 
'Church of England; and that in this Man- 
ner. 

Firſt ; They juſtify the Church of Eug- 
land, by ſhewing that it maintains all thoſe 
Orders, Inſtitutions and Doctrines, which 
Chriſt has made neceſſary to Salvation; that 
it is a true Church, becauſe it conſiſts of all 
thoſe Things which by the Inſtitution of 
Chriſt conſtitute a true Church. 

For this, your Lordſhip rebukes them as 
Enemies to the Reformation, as Friends to 
Popery; and declares, that the Proteſtants 
are not juſtify d becauſe they have choſen a 
true and right Religion, but becanſe oy 

think 
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think they have choſen a true and right Re- 
ligion. 

Again, your Adverſaries inſiſt upon the 
Neceſſity of entering into Communion with 
the Church of England, becauſe it is a true 
Church of Chriſt ; and declare thoſe guilty 
of the heinous Sin of Schiſm, who ſeparate 
from her Communion, 

Here again you condemn them, as conſpi- | 
ring the Ruin of the Reformation, becauſe 
if the Diſſenters are not juſtify'd in their Se- 
paration from the Church of England by 
their private Perſuaſion, neither is the Church 
of England to be juſtity'd for its Separation 
from Rome. So that the Difference between 
your Lordſhip and your Adverſaries in rela- 
tion to the Reform'd Church of England, is 
— 

They ſupport and recommend this Church, 
becauſe it contains all the neceſſary Doctrines 
and Inſtitutions of Chriſt, and conſequently 

ive it an Advantage over every other way of 

Worſhip, which is either corrupted or defe- 

Effive in theſe Doctrines and Inſtitutions of 

Chriſt. | 

But you ſupport and recommend it ( pardon 

the Expreſſions) not from any thing which 
relates to it at all, but from private Perſuaſi- 
on; and conſequently allow every Religion 

in the World to be as juſt, and good, and 
1 /afe, if Men are but ſo perſuaded. 
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They defend the Church of England, by 
ſhewing what it is, and by aſſerting the 
Truth of its Doctrines. = 

You have no 1 itle to be mention'd amongſt 
its Defenders, but as you may be call'd a De- 
fender of Quakers and Fanaticks, Fews and 
Turks, and every Religion in the World; 
which any one thinks to be right. 

To proceed; As a farther Defence of the 
Reformation, you ask, How did the firſt 
Reformers behave themſelve; ? Did they 
not think and ſpeak of them ( viz. Abſolu- 
tion and Excommunication ) as having no- 
thing to do with the Favonr of God, as hu- 
man Engines, and mcre Outcries of human 
Terror? And did they mean by this to claim 
to themſelves the Right of Abſolution, which 
they had deny'd ta others, becauſe they were 
fallible and weak Men; or to aſſert a Power 
of Excommunication, ſo as to affect Men's 
eternal Salvation, to themſelves in one Church, 
which they had diſregarded and trampled up- 
on in another 2 No: They treated all Ex- 
communications as alike, and upon an equal 
foot ; and could upon no other Account neglect 
and diſregard them as they did, but becauſe 
Cod had not given to any Man the Diſpoſal of 
his Mercy or Anger“. 


* Anſw. to Rep. p. 121, 122, 
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The Argument, my Lord, here proceeds thus: 
Firſt; thar all Abſolutions and Excommuni- 
cations mult have been eſteem'd alike, and e- 
qually ' z»/ignzFicant by our Reformers, becauſe 
they were not terrify'd at the Excommunica- 
tions of the Church of Rome, nor thought an 
Abſolution from that Church neceſſary. 

Secondly; That the Reformers having thus 
diſregarded theſs Powers in that Church, 
ought not to pretend that the ſame Powers 
have any more Effect when they exerciſe 
them in this Church. 2 ZI 

To this it may be anſwer'd, that if we 
ought not to pretend to 4ny Effect in Ab/o- 
lution or Excommunication, becauſe we diſ- 
regarded thoſe Powers as exercis'd by the 
Church of Rome; that then we ought not to 
pretend the Neceſſity of any Faith, becauſe 
we diſtegarded the Faith of the Romſh Church; 
nor the Neceſſity of any Sztraments, nor the 
Neceſſity of the Canonic al Writings, becauſe 
we diſregarded the Canonical Books of the 
Church of Rome. And it is as good Senſe 
to cry out here, „ Did they not treat their 
« Sacraments as mere Inventions of Men? 
© Did they mean by this to claim to them- 
« ſelves a Power to make Sacraments ece/- 
* fary in one Church, which Power they had 
« trampled oo in another? Did they de- 
© ny the Neceſſity of - /eve# Sacraments 
c there, in order to aſſert the Neceſſity of 
e #290 Sacraments here? No: They treated 
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4 all Sacraments as al;ke, and upon an equal 
« foot with reſpect to God's Favour, and 

4 could upon no other Account neglect and 
 * diſregard them as they did, but bccaulc 
« God's Fayour or Diſpleaſure was no ways 
affected by any Sacraments. 

Here let common Senſe judge, whether this 
Argument of yours ſhewing the Unreaſon- 
ablenels of pretending to any Significancy in 
Excommunication, becauſe we ditregarded the 
Excommunication of the Church of Nome, 
does not prove it as unreaſonable to inſiſt up- 
on the Neceſſity of any Faith, or any Sacra- 
ments, or any Canonical Boobs, becauſe we 
deny'd the Romiſh Creed, the Romiſh Sacra- 
ments, and Canon of Scriptue? 

For our Reformers no more intended to 
ſhew that Ex communication was a Dream 
and 7rifle, becauſe they dilregarded the Ex- 
communication of the Church. of Nome; 
than they intended to ſhew that all Sacra- 
ments, all Faith, and all Scripture, were 
Dreams and Trifles, by their not owning ei- 
ther the Sacraments, or the Creed, or the 
Canon of the Church of Rome. And, my 
Lord, what a worthy Defender of Chriſtia- 
ity and the Reformation would he be, who 
ſhould ask us what we mean by the Neceſſity 
of Sacraments, or Faith, or Scripture, ſince 
we have not allow'd the Neceſſity either of 
theRomiſh Sacraments, Faith, or Scripture ? 
Vet ſuch a Defender is your Lordſhip, who 
contends 
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contends that we ought to reject Excommu- 
nication as a Trifle and Dream, becauſe we 
diſregarded the Excommunication of the 
Church of Rome. | 

I haye now gone as far in the Examina- 
tion of your Doctrines as my preſent Deſign 
will allow me, and am apt to think that 
in this and my former Letters, J have gone 
ſo far, as to ſhew, that a few more /uch De- 
fences of Chriſtianity and the Reformation, 
as you have given us, would compleat their 
Ruin, as far as human Writings can com- 
„ 

And had you meant ever ſo much harm to 
Chriſtianity and the Reformation, I believe 
no one who wiſhes their Confuſion, would 
have thought you could have taken a better 
way to obtain that End, than by writing as 
you have lately written. 

For he muſt be a very Bitter Enemy to 
them both, who would not think ir ſufficient, 
to ſer Chriſtianity and Mahometaniſm, the Re- 
formation and Quakeriſm upon the ſame 
foot. ö | 

And he muſt be very ſlow of Apprehenſion, 
who does nor ſee that to be plainly done, by 
reſolving all into private Perſuaſion, and 
making Sincerity in every Religion whether 
true or falſe, the ſame Title to the ſame 
Degrees of God's Fayour. 
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I ſhall not with your Lordihip make any 
Declarations about wy own incęrity; 1 am 
| content to leave that to God, and to let all 
| the World paſs what Judgment they pleaſe a- 
bour ir. | | os 5 


J am your Lordjhip's 


Moſt Humble & ervant, 


William Law. 
300 55 
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ofotoFoForotoretoreForotoratetoboFore: 


POSTSCRIPT. 


BIS, E Learned Committee obſerv'd to 
& I your Lordſhip, that a» erroneons 
3H Conſcience, was never, till now, al- 
low'd wholly to juſtify Men in their Errors. 
This Obſervation I have ſhewn to be tut 
and yuſt, as it implies, that tho” Sincerity in 
an erroneous way of Worſhip ſhould in ſome 
degree or other recommend Men to the Fa- 
your or Mercy of God; yet it is not that 
entire Recommendation to his Favour, which 
is effected by our ſincere Obedience in the 
true way of Salvation: That is, tho' it ſhould 
juſtify chem in /me degree, yet it cannot 
Juſtify them in rhat degree, in which they 
are juſtify'd, who ſincerely ſerve God, in that 
true Religion which he himſelf has inſtituted. 
Now our Juſtification, as it is effected by 
the Merits of Chriſt, is in ne and the ſame 
degree, but as our Juſtification is effected by 
our own Behaviour, it is as capable of i- 
rent degrees, as our Virtue and Holinels is ca- 
pable of different degrees; and it is allo ne- 
ceſſary that our Juſtification be more or Jeſs, 
according as our Holineſs is ore or leg. 


Yet 
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Yet in anſwer to this Obſervation of the 
Learned Committee, you ſay, it muſt either 
juſtify them, or nor juſtify them; it muſt ei- 
ther juſtify them wholly, or not guſtify them 
at all. This, my Lord, is as contrary to the 
Scripture, as it is to the Obſervation of the 
Committee. For our bleſſed Saviour, ſpeaking 
of the Publican, ſays, 1 tell you, this Man 
went down to his Houſe juſtify d, rather than 
rhe other“. | 

Here, my Lord, is as plain a Declaration 
of Degrees in Juſtification, as can well be 
made, ſo far as Juſtification can be effected by 
our own Behaviour. 

For, it is plain, the Publican was not 
wholly juſtify'd, becauſe then there would be 
no need of his embracing Chriſtianity ; it is 
alſo plain, that he was juſtify'd in part, or 
elſe he could not be ſaid to be juſtify d rather 
than the Pari ſee. 

If therefore your Anſwer confutes the Ob- 
ſervation of the Learned Committee, it muſt 
alſo confute this Paſſage of Scripture. 

I ſhall only add one word in relation to 
another Point. | 

I have already ſhewn the Falſeneſs and e- 
vil Tendency of your Argument againſt Zx- 
communication, which you aſſerted to be a 
Dream and T rifle without any Effect, becauſe 
it is our own Behaviour alone, which can ſig- 
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nify any thing to us with regard to the Fa- 
vour of God. Now, my Lord, this PHiloſo- 
phy ſtrikes at the very Vitals of the Chriſtian 
Religion: For, if this Sentence can have no 
Effect, if it is a Dream and Trifle, becauſe it 
is our Behaviour alone on which the Favour 
of God depends; then how ſhall we account 
for theſe Paſſages of Scripture, which attribute 
our Juſtification to the Merits and Death of 
Chriſt * As thus: | 2112 
Jeſus Chriſt who gave himſelf for our 
Sins“; | 111 
In whom we have Redemption thro hs 

Blood f; 24 24 
Being juſtify'd by his Blood, we ſhall be 
fad from Wrath}. | ny 
Ic is the conſtant, uniform Doctrine of 
Scripture, that our Reconciliation and Peace 
with God, our Juſtification and Sanctification 
before God, is owing to the Merits and 
Death of Chriſt. But if what you have ſaid 

be true, that it is our Behaviour alone, which 
procures the Favour of God, then the Blood 
of Chriſt muſt be as truly without any Effect, 

as Excommunication is without any Effect. 

For if the Favour of God depends entirely 

upon our Behaviour alone, then it can de- 
pend upon nothing elſe ; and if it depend up- 

on nothing elſe, then every thing elle is e- 
qually trifling and without any Effect as to 
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that Purpoſe ; and _ conſequently every. Pa: 
ſage in Scripture which aſcribes our Accepr- 
ance with God to the Merits and Blood of 
Chriſt, is as much condemn'd by your Do- 
ctrine, as the Efet7s of Excommunication 
are condemn'd by it. 8 BE, 

Whether your Lordſhip did not perceive 
the Inconſiſteucy of this Doctrine with that 
Satrsfattion and Redemption which the Scrip- 
tures teach; or whether you knowingly in- 
rended to oppoſe this Doctrine, is, what 1 
ſhall leave to every one's own Judgment 
Thus much I ſhall only ſay, that as you have 
here directly contradicted this firſt Principle of 
the Chriſtian Religion, if it is not what you in- 
tended, I hope you will, for the fake of Chri- 
ſtianity, venture to declare, that tho“ you 
have aſſerted, that it is our Behaviour alone, 
yet it is not our Behaviour alone, but more 
particularly the Merits and Death of Chriſt 
which recommends us to the Favour of God 
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